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A. 

DIVIDENDS. 

§  433.  In  general.  Definitions. — Dividend  is  a  corporate  profit 
set  aside,  declared,  and  ordered,  by  the  directors,  to  be  paid  to  the 
stockholders  on  demand,  or  at  a  fixed  time.^  A  dividend  to  the 
stockholders  of  a  corporation  is  a  fund  which  the  corporation  sets 
apart  from  its  profits  to  be  divided  among  its  members  at  a  cer- 
tain percentage  upon  their  holdings  of  its  capital  stock.^  "The 
term  'dividend,'  in  its  technical,  as  well  as  in  its  ordinary  accepta- 
tion, means  that  portion  of  its  profits  which  the  corporation,  by 
its  directory,  sets  apart  for  ratable  division  among-  its  sharehold- 
ers." ^  Until  the  dividend  is  declared,  it  is  only  something  that 
may  come  into  existence,  and  the  obligation  on  tlie  part  of  the  cor- 
poration to  declare  it,  cannot  be  treated  as  the  dividend  itself.* 
Until  a  dividend  is  declared,  the  profits  belong,  not  to  the  stock- 
holders but  to  the  corporation,  and  till  then,  are  liable  for  the  cor- 
porate debts.°  Dividends  are  payable,  (i),  in  cash,  (2)  or  in 
stock,  (3)  or  in  bonds,  or  scrip,  or  (4)  in  property.  A  division 
of  the  profits  is  a  dividend,  whether  or  not  so  called.'  If  all  the 
stockholders  consent,  the  profits  may  be  distributed  in  payment 
of  salaries.''  A  dividend  is  "declared"  by  announcement  of  readi- 
ness to  pay  it.  It  is  "made"  by  setting  apart  the  sum  ready  for 
payment,  and  it  is  "passed"  when  not  made  at  the  regular  time. 
Unless  otherwise  provided,  dividends  are  payable  in  cash  and  cur- 
rent money.^  The  earnings  da  not  belong  to  the  stockholders 
until  a  dividend  is  declared." 


lAlsop  V.  De  Koven  (1903),  107 
111.  App.  190. 

2Lockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne 
(1875),  31  Mich.  76,  79;  Taft  v. 
Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.,  8  R.  L  310. 

8  Mobile,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Tennessee 
(1894),  153  U.  S.  486. 

*Lockhart  t.  Van  Alstyne 
(1875),  31  Mich.  78;  In  re  Lon- 
don, etc.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  Eq.  Cas.  525. 


B  Goodwin  v.  Hardy   (1869),  57 
Me.  143. 

«  Scase  V.  Gillette-Herzog  Manuf. 
Co.  (1893),  55  Minn.  349. 

TPitchett  V.  Murphy  (1899),  46 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  181. 
^  8  Ehle     V.     Chittenango     Bank 
(1862),  24  N.  Y.  548. 

9  Robertson  v.  H.  E.  Bucklin  & 
Co.     (1903),    107    111.    App.    369; 
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§  434.  Right  to  declare  dividend. — Every  private  corpora- 
tion, whether  stock  or  non-stock,  has  inherent  right  to  declare 
dividends  of  its  surplus  profits  undivided.^"  Unless  otherwise  ex- 
pressly provided,  dividends  are  declared  by  the  directors,  instead 
of  by  tli€  stockholders.^^  In  the  absence  of  special  provision  to 
the  contrary,  a  dividend  is  presumed  to  be  payable  in  cash  and  in 
lawful  or  current  money,  and  may  be  denominated  a  cash  divi- 
dend.^^  Thus,  a  company  making  a  dividend  payable,  for  ex- 
ample, in  "New  York  State  currency,"  cannot  show  that  bank 
bills,  passing  only  at  a  discount,  were  meant  by  that  phrase.^^ 

§  435.  Declaration  of  dividend. — The  directors  of  a  corpora- 
tion may  increase  the  corporate  assets  beyond  the  nominal  amount, 
by  retaining  and  accumulating  the  profits  or  earnings,  and  may 
apply  them  to  the  purchase  of  property,  or  to  other  purposes  not 
beyond  the  corporate  powers.^*  They  cannot  be  compelled  by 
the  stockholders  to  make  dividends  of  these  earnings,  or  prevented 
from  accumulating  them,  unless  the  non-declaration  of  them  be 
in  fraud  of  the  shareholders.^'  In  England,  however,  they  must 
report  the  condition  of  affairs  to  the  stockholders,  and  leave  it  to 
the  latter  to  determine  whether  a  dividend  shall  be  declared.^^ 

§  436.  Declared  dividend  is  a  debt  to  the  stockholder. — A 
dividend  declared  is  a  debt  of  the  corporation  to  the  stockholders, 
and  liable  to  the  usual  action  for  recovery  as  a  debt,  from  the 
day  it  becomes  payable.'^' 

§  437.  Scrip  dividend. — Scrip  dividends  are  certificates  en- 
titling the  holder  to  specified  rights  based  upon  surplus  profits 
accumulated,  not  in  money,  but  in  other  property  which  may  be 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  distributed  in  cash  dividends.  The  certifi- 
cate may  provide  for  payment  of  money  with  interest,  at  the 
option  of  the  corporation,  or  may  be  convertible  into  bonds  or 
stock,'^^  or  exchangeable  for  lands,  or  other  property  of  equivalent 

Hartley     v.     Pioneer     Ironworks  446;    Brundage   v.    Brundage,    60 

(1903),  84  N.  y.  Supp.  79.  N.  Y.  544. 

10  McKean  v.  Biddle,  181  Pa.  St.  is  Karnes  v.  Rochester,  etc.  Ry. 
361.  Co.    (1867),    4   Abb.   Pr.    (N.    S.) 

iiMcNab  V.  McNab,  etc.  Co.,  62  107;  March  v.  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  43 

Hun,  18.  N.    H.    515;    Jackson   v.    Newark, 

i2Bhle    V.     Chittenango     Bank  etc.  Co.,  31  N.  J.  L.  277;    Coyote 

(1862),  24  N.  Y.  548;  Scott  v.  Cen-  Gold,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ruble,  8  Oreg.  284. 

tral  R.,  etc.  Co.    (1868),  52  Barb.  "»  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  120. 

45  17  Southwestern,     etc.     Ry.     v. 

isEJhle    V.     Chittenango     Bank  Martin  (1893),  57  Ark.  355. 

(1862),  24  N.  Y.  548.  is  Chaffee     v.     Rutland     R.     R. 

11  Lord  V.  Brooks,  52  N.  H.  72;  (1882),  55  Vt.  110. 
Pratt   V.   Pratt    (1866),    33   Conn. 
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value  with  that  of  the  par  value  of  the  certificate.  The  scrip  has 
no  voting  power.^*  A  scrip  dividend  is  an  interim  or  provi- 
sional document  or  certificate  to  be  exchanged,  when  certain  pay- 
ments have  been  made,  or  conditions  complied  with,  for  a  more 
formal  certificate,  as  of  shares  or  bonds,  or  entitling  the  holder 
to  the  payment  of  interest,  a  dividend,  or  the  like."  ^"  Scrip  cer- 
tificates, reciting  that  the  holder  is  entitled  to  a  certain  sum  in 
settlement  of  dividends  upon  the  stock  of  the  company,  or  to  a 
certain  number  of  shares  of  stock,  or  that  the  holder  may  ex- 
change them  for  bonds  or  other  securities  of  the  company,^^  may 
be  issued,  but  only  when  there  have  been  profits  actually  earned.-" 

§  438.  Property  dividend. — Property  dividend  is  where  the 
corporate  property  is  divided  in  kind,  instead  of  sold  and  its  pro- 
ceeds divided  in  a  cash  dividend.'^^  "There  is  no  rule  of  law  or 
reason,  founded  upon  public  policy,  which'  condemns  a  property 
dividend.  The  directors  could  convert  the  property  into  cash, 
before  a  dividend  and  divide  that.  So  the  stockholders  can  take 
the  property  divided  to  them  and  sell  it,  and  thus  realize  the  cash. 
Within  the  domain  of  law  it  can  make  no  material  difference 
whic^  course  is  pursued.  If,  however,  a  dividend  be  made 
payable  in  cash  or  payable  generally,  the  corporation  becomes,  a 
debtor,  and  must  discharge  such  debt  as  it  is  bound  to  discharge 
all  its  other  debts,  in  lawful  currency.  It  is  true,  that  a  stock- 
holder cannot  be  compelled  to  receive  property  divided  to  him. 
So  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  take  a  cash  dividend.  In  case  of 
his  refusal  to  take  cash  dividend,  the  corporation  may  retain 
it  for  him,  until  he  shall  demand  it. '  In  case  be  shall  refuse  to 
take  a  property  dividend,  the  corporation  may  retain  it  and  hold 
it  in  trust  for  him,  or  possibly,  sell  it  for  his  benefit."  ^* 

§  439.  Interest-bearing  stock,  similar  to  preferred  stock,  may 
be  legally  issued  to  the  subscriber  for  the  sums  paid  in  by  him, 
upon  which  the  interest  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  surplus  profits  of 
the  corporate  business,  but  not  from  the  capital  stock.^" 

§  440.  Stock  dividend. — A  stock  dividend,  instead  of  cash, 
is  made  by  a  permanent  addition  to  the  capital   stock,   of  an 

19  Commonwealth  v.  Union,  etc.  fee  v.  Rutland  R.  R.  (1882),  55 
Co.  (1899),  192  Pa.  St.  507.  Vt.  110. 

20  Century  Diet.  &  Cyc.  "Scrip;"  23  Merchant  v.  Western,  etc. 
Chaffee  v.  Rutland  R.  R.    (1882),  Assn.   (1894),  56  Minn.  327. 

55  Vt.  110.    Vide  infra,  §  472.  24  Williams    v.    Western    Union 

21  Chaffee  v.  Rutland  R.  R.  Tel.  Co.,  93  N.  Y.  162.  Vide,  §  472. 
(1882),  55  Vt.  110,  112.  25  Rutland,  etc.  Co.  v.  Thrall,  35 

22  Bailey  v.  Citizens'  Gas  Light  Vt.  543,  27  L.  R.  A.  136. 
Co.  (1876),  27  N.  J.  Bq.  196;  Chaf- 
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amount  of  money  or  property  of  value  equal  to  the  par  value  of 
the  stock  distributed.  Such  a  dividend  is  valid  if  not  prohibited.^' 
§  441.  Who  are  entitled  to  payment  of  dividend. — Every 
owner  of  stock  at  the  time  of  declaration  of  dividend,  is  entitled 
to  share  ratably  therein.  It  is  often  difficult  to  determine  in 
whom  vests  ownership  of  particular  shares.  The  rule  is  that 
they  belong  to  the  person  in  whose  name  they  are  registered  upon , 
the  corporate  stock  books. ^^  Where  stock  was  sold  "including 
all  dividends,  due,  or  to  become  due  thereon,"  and  a  dividend 
was  payable  on  a  day  subsequent  to  which  it  was  formally  de- 
clare'd,  the  stock  was  held  to  belong  to  the  owner  on  the  day  of 
the  declaration  of  the  dividend,  and  not  to  the  own^  at  the  time 
it  was  payable.^'  A  dividend  declared,  operates  as  a  specific  ap- 
propriation of  a  part  of  the  property  of  the  company  to  its  pay- 
ment, and  the  claim  of  the  shareholders,  as  creditors,  develops 
into  an  absolute  title  to  the  property  so  appropriated.^"  Accord- 
ingly, after  the  declaration  of  the  dividend,  the  profits  are  con- 
sidered as  separated  from  the  corporate  property  and  payable  on 
demand  to  the  individual  stockholders,'"  as  a  debt  due  absolutely 
to  them.'^  And  if  a  corporation  declares  a  dividend,  and  deposits 
the  fund  divisible  in  a  bank  for  distribution,  and  after  the  div- 
idend has  become  payable,  a  receiver  is  appointed,  the  receiver 
cannot  withdraw  the  portion  of  the  fund  not  paid  out,  for  the 
title  to  it  has  passed  to  the  shareholders.^''  So,  also,  if  a  stock- 
holder, after  receiving  due  notice  of  the  deposit  of  money  to  pay 
his  dividend  at  a  banking  house  of  good  credit,  neglects  to  draw 
his  money  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  a  loss  occurs  by  a  failure 
of  the  bank,  it  will  fall  upon  him.''  Again,  if  an  insurance  com- 
as Parwell  v.  Great  Western  7  Johns.  Ch.  90;  State  v.  Baltl- 
Tel.  Co.   (1896),  161  111.  522.  more,  etc.  R.  Co.,  6  Gill,  363;  Hart 

27  Brisbane  v.  Delaware,  etc.  R.  v.  St.  Charles  Street  Ry.  Co.,  30 
R.  (1883),  94  N.  Y.  204.  La.  Ann.  758;    Fawcett  v.  Laurie 

28 Rose  v.  Barclay  (1899),  19-1  (1860),  1  Drew.  &  S.  192.  Cf. 
Pa.  St.  594.  Carlisle  v.    Southeastern  Ry.   Co. 

29  Carpenter  v.  New  York,  etc.  (1850),  1  Mac.  &  G.  689;  People 
Ry.  Co.,  5  Abb.  Pr.  277;  Elkins  v.  v.  Merchants'  &  Mechanics'  Bank, 
Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.   (1883),  36  N.      78  n.  Y.  269. 

J.   Bq.  233;   Lockhart  v.  Van  Al-  31  Scott  v.   Central   R.   etc.   Co., 

styne,   31  Mich.   76,  78;    Curry  v.  52   Barb.   45;    Williston  v.  Michi- 

Woodward,  44  Ala.  305;   Rand  v.  gan    Southern    R.    Co.,    13    Allen, 

Hubbell,  115  Mass.  461,  474;   Dal-  404;   Jermain  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc. 

ton  V.  Midland  Counties  Ry.  Co.,  R.  Co.  (1883),  91  U.  Y.  483. 

13  C.  B.  474;   Goodwin  v.  Hardy,  z2in  re  Le  Blanc,  4  Abb.  N.  C. 

57  Me.  143,  145.  221;  s.  c.  14  Hun,  8. 

30  King  V.  Paterson,  etc.  R.  Co.  33  King  v.  Patterson,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1860),   29   N.   J.  L.   82;    S'.   c.~  29  29  N.  J.  82. 

N.  J.  L.  504;   Kane  T.  Bloodgood, 

40 
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paiiy,  having  declared  a  dividend  from  profits,  and  carried  the 
fund  divisible  to  the  profit  and  loss  account,  and  prepared  checks 
for  the  shareholders,  is  then  made  insolvent  by  a  great  fire,  the 
policy-holders  have  a  right  to  that  fund.^*  If,  however,  the  fire 
and  insolvency  occur  after  the  dividend  is  declared,  but  before 
it  is  payable,  the  shareholders  come  in  only  as  creditors  equally 
with  the  policy-holders.^'  As  a  dividend,  once  declared,  passes 
to  the  person  owning  the  stock  at  that  time,  it  is  wholly  immaterial 
at  what  times,  or  from  what  sources,  the  profits,  out  of  which  it 
is  declared,  may  have  been  earned.'* 

Husband  and  Wife. — Since,  generally,  the  married  woman's 
acts  have  so  changed  the  common  law,  that  her  property  is  free 
from  her  husband's  control,  her  right  to  receive  a  dividend  is 
the  same  as  that  of  an  unmarried  woman.^^  Whether  a  dividend 
upon  stock  owned  by  a  married  woman,  is  payable  to  her,  or  to 
her  husband,  depends  upon  the  law  of  the  company's  domicile.^* 

Pledgee. — A  pledgee  of  stock  is,  consequently,  pledgee  of  all 
accrued  and  accruing  dividends,  to  be  accounted  for  by  him  upon 
redemption  of  the  stock.'' 

Legatee. — In  case  of  bequest  of  stock,  the  legatee  takes  the 
stock  as  it  was  upon  the  death  of  the  testator.  Prior  dividends 
go  to  the  administrator.*"  One  who  takes  title  to  stock  under  a 
general  bequest,  is  not  entitled  to  dividends  until  the  lapse  of  the 
time  limited  for  the  settlement  of  the  estate,*'^  though  a  specific 
bequest  of  stock  vests  in  the  legatee  the  right  to  all  dividends 
accruing  after  the  death  of  the  testator."  An  heir  is  not  entitled 
to  receive  jjayment  of  dividends  until  the  stock  haS  been  trans- 
ferred into  his  own  name  upon  tiie  company's  books.*' 

34 Le  Roy  v.  Globe  Ins.  Co.,   2  (1887),   94  Ky.   565.     Gf.  Dow  v. 

Edw.  Ch.  657.  Gould,  etc.  Co.,  31  CaJ.  629. 

36  Lowerre     v.     American,     etc.  89  Hasbrouck    v.     Vandervoorst 

Co.,  6  Paige,  482.  (1850),  4  Sandf.  74. 

36  Marsh  v.   Eastern  R.  Co.,  43  *o  Brundage  v.  Brundage,  60  N. 

N.  H.  515;  Jones  v.  Terre  Haute,  Y.  544  (1875). 

etc.  R.  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  196;  Goodwin  "Webster  v.  Hale,  8  Ves.  410. 

V.   Hardy,   57  Me   143;    Gifford  v.  izLoTing   v.    Woodward,    41    N. 

Thompson,    115    Mass.    47'8;     Jer-  H.  391.    He  has  no  title,  however, 

main  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  to  dividends   declared  before  the 

91  N.  Y.  483.  testator's  death,  although  remain- 
s' Graham     v.     First     National  ing  unpaid.     Perry  v.  Maxwell,  2 

Bank,    etc.,    20    Hun,    N.   Y.    325,  Deq.  Eq.  487. 

84  N.  Y.  393,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  528.  43  state  v.  New  Orleans,  etc.  R. 

38  Graham     v.     First     National  Co.,    30   La.   Ann.   308.     Payment 

Bank,  84  N.  Y.  393;  s.  c.  20  Hun,  should   be  made  to  the   admlnis- 

325;    Bank  of  Louisville  v.  Gray  trator.    Brisbane  v.  Delaware,  etc. 

R.  Co.,  94  N.  Y.  204. 
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§  442.  Payment  as  between  vendor  and  vendee. — It  is  the 
established  rule,  as  between  the  vendor  and  vendee  of  shares, 
that  the  latter  is  entitled  to  all  dividends  declared  after  sale  of  the 
stock,  and  whether  or  not  the  transfer  is  recorded  in  the  com- 
pany's books.  The  transfer  of  stock  carries  with  it  all  accrued 
profits,  and  they  are  assumed  to  be  earned  at  the  time  the  dividend 
is  declared.**  And  the  transfer  carries  all  subsequently  declared 
dividends,  whether  or  not  earned  before  the  transfer.*^  And  in 
case  of  doubt  with  respect  to  the  person  entitled,  the  company  may 
safely  pay  it  to  him,  in  whose  name  the  shares  are  registered, 
upon  the  corporate  books. *^ 

§  443.  Payment  where  the  transfer  of  the  stock  is  not  made 
on  the  books.^-Wbere  certificates  expressly  provide  that  they 
are  not  transferable  except  on  the  books  of  the  corporation,  it 
may  safely  pay  the  dividends  due  upon  the  shares  to  the  record- 
owner,  notwithstanding  any  transfer  of  the  stock  of  which  the 
■corporation  had  no  notice.*'' 

§  444,  Effect  of  transfer  upon  title  to  dividend. — A  transfer 
of  stock  does  not  carry  dividends  already  declared  thereon.** 
For,  when  a  dividend  is  once  declared,  it  belongs  to 'the  owners 
of  the  stock  at  the  time,  and  is  no  longer  an  incident  of  the 
shares.**  Accordingly,  the  owner  of  the  stock  at  the  time  that 
a  dividend  is  declared,  is  entitled  thereto,  though  it  is  made  pay- 
able at  a  date  subsequent  to  the  transfer  of  shares. °°  And  where 
a  contract  of  sale  of  shares  is  entered  into,  under  conditions  of 
sale  by  which  the  purchase  may  be  completed  on  a  future  fixed 

**  Jermain  v.  Lake   Shore,   etc.  *»  Hill    v.    Newichawanlclc    Co. 

R.  R.   (X883),  91  N.  Y.  483.  (1876),  71  N.  Y.  593,  affirming  8 

45  Goodwin.  V.  Hardy  (1869),  57  Hun,     459;     Boardman     v.     Lake 

Me.  143.  Shore,  etc.  Ry.  Co.    (1881),  84  N. 

if  Brisbane  v.  Delaware,  etc.  R.  Y.  157,  178. 
Co.,  94   N.  Y.  204;    9.  c.  25  Hun,  so  City    of    Ohio    v.    Cleveland, 
438;  Jones  v.  Terre  Haute,  etc.  R.  etc.  R.  Co.,  6  Ohio  St.  489;  Board- 
Co.,  29  Barb.  353;   Cleveland,  etc.  man  v.   LaJte   Shore,   etc.   R.   Co., 
R.  Co.  V.  Robbins,  35  Ohio  St.  483.  84    N.    Y.    157,    178;    Wheeler    v. 

IT  Robinson  v.  New  Berne  Nat.  Northwester!}    Sleigh   Co,    (1889), 

Bank,  95  N.  Y.  637,  2  Cum.  Cas.  39  Fed.  Rep.  347,;  Hill  v.  Newich- 

157.  awanick  Co.  (1877),  71  N.  Y.  593, 

48  Harper   v.    Raymond    (1858),  affirming   s.   c.   45   How.   Pr.   427, 

3  Bosw.  29.    They  may,  however,  and  8  Hun,  4^9.     It  Is  only  when 

be    the    subject    of    contract    be-  it  becomes  payable  that  the  divi- 

tween   the   parties,   and   a  lawful  dend  becomes   "fruit   fallen"   and 

agreement   in    reference  to   them  detached  from  the  principal  estate 

will  be  enforced.     Hyatt  v.  Allen,  so  as  not  to  pass  with  it.     Tide 

56  N.  Y.  553.  45  L.  R.  A.  392. 
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day,  or  at  any  time  prior  thereto,  and  dividends  are  in  the  mean- 
time declared,  the  dividends,  upon  the  consummation  of  the  sale, 
pass  to  the  vendee  of  the  stock."  So  also,  where  a  transfer  of 
shares  is. made  with  an  agreement,  as  a  condition  subsequent,  to 
transfer  within  a  certain  time  at  the  option  of  one  of  the  parties, 
is  is  generally  held  that  if  the  condition  is  fulfilled,  or  the  option 
exercised,  the  transfer  dates  from  the  day  the  conditional  sale ' 
was  made,  and  the  title  to  dividends  thereafter  declared  and  pay- 
able, is  in  the  buyer.^^  But  where  an  option  was  sold  to  take 
shares  before  a  certain  day,  afterwards  extended  to  another  day, 
and  a  dividend  was  declarded  between  the  last  two  dates,  payable 
after  the  last  one,  the  dividend  was  held  not  to  pass  to  the  buyer, 
as  the  ownership  of  the  buyer  did  not  begin  until  the  consumma- 
tion of  the  transfer.'^ 

§  445.  (a)  Effect  by  special  agreement. — It  seems,  however, 
that  in  any  case,  by  special  agreement,  the  vendee  may  have  the 
dividend,  or  it  may  be  reserved  to  the  vendor."*  In  a  suit  between 
the  seller  and  buyer  of  stock,  where  the  ownership  of  the  dividends 
is  in  question,  the  courts  will  not  undertake  to  apportion  them 
according  to  the  time  when  they  were  earned,  whether  before 
or  after  the  transfer."" 

Bi  Black  V.  Homersham,  39  L.  T.  Ch.  90;  s.  c.  11  Am.  Dec.  417  r 
N.  S.  671.  If  the  dividend  so  de-  Boardman  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  R. 
clared  has  been  paid  ,to  the  ven-  Co.,  84  N.  T.  157;  March  v.  East- 
dor  the  vendee  can  recover  it  from  em  R.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  515 ;  s.  c. 
him.  Harris  v.  Stephens  (1835),  77  Am.  Dec.  732;  GifCord  v. 
7  N.  H.  454.  Thompson,   115  Mass.   470;    Gran- 

52  Harris  v.  Stephens  (1835),  7  ger  v.  Bassett,  98  Mass.  462;  Go»d- 
N.  H.  454;  Currie  v.  White  win  v.  Hardy,  57  Me.  143;  Brew- 
■(1871),  45  N.  Y.  822;  Black  v.  ster  v.  Lathrop,  15  Cal.  21;  Ryan 
Homersham  (1878),  4  Ex.  Div.  24.  v.  Leavenworth,  etc.  R.  Co.,  21 
In  the  first  case  cited  one  offered  Kan.  365;  King  v.  Follett,  3  Vt. 
to  another  shares  if  the  huyer  385;  Foote's  Appeal  (1839),  22 
gave  security  by  a  certain  date.  Pick.  299;  Mlnot  v.  Paine  (1868), 
which  he  did,  and  a  dividend  de-  99  Mass.  101;  Rand  v.  Hubbell, 
clared  in  the  meantime  belonged  115  Mass.  461;  Phelps  v.  Farmers,' 
to  him.  etc.   Bank,   26   Conn.   269;    Bailey 

53  Bright  V.  Lord  (1875),  51  Ind.  v.  Railroad  Co.,  22  Wall.  604,  637; 
272.  Cf.  Central  R.  etc.  Co.  of  Jermain  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  R. 
Georgia  v.  Papot,  59  Ga.  342;  Co.  (1875),  91  N.  Y.  483;  Brun- 
Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Papot,  67  dage  v.  Brundage,  60  N.  Y.  544; 
Ga.   675.  Jones  v.  Terre  Haute,  etc.  R.  Co- 

siWheeler      v.       Northwestern  (1874),   57   N.   Y.   196;    Currie  v. 

Sleigh   Co.    (1889),   39   Fed.   Rep.  White,  45  N.  Y.  822;   Hill  v.  Ne- 

347;  Hyatt  v.  Allen,  56  N.  Y.  553;  wichawanick  Co.,  48  How.  Pr.  427; 

Brewster  v.  Lathrop,   15   Cal.   21.  Central  R.  etc.  Co.  of  Georgia  v. 

BB  Kane  v.  Bloodgood,  7  Johns.  Papot,    59    Ga.    342;    Coleman    v. 
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^§  446.  (b)  Apportionment  between  vendor  and  vendee. — Ac- 
cordingly, a  dividend  declared  for  a  period,  during  part  of  which 
•one  was  entitled  to  the  dividends  declared,  and  during  the  other 
portion  another,  does  not  come  under  a  statutory  provision  ap- 
portioning all  rents,  dividends  and  other  periodical  payments  in 
the  nature  of  income,  as  interest  is  apportioned  according  to  the 
lapse  of  time."*'  And  it  has  even  been  held  that  there  can  be 
no  apportionment  between  vendor  and  vendee,  of  a  dividend  de- 
clared, but  payable  at  stated  intervals  ;°^  for  the  profits  of  the 
enterprise,  until  set  apart  by  the  declaration  of  a  dividend,  remain 
a  part  of  the  stock  itself,  and  will  pass  under  a  transfer  of  the 
shares."^  And  for  the  same  reason,  that  there  can  be  no  appor- 
tionment of  dividends,  dividends  that  have  not  been  declared  can 
not  be  assigned  separately  from  the  stock  itself,  even  in  the  case 
of  guaranteed  or  preferred  dividends.""  When,  however,  a  divi- 
dend has  been  declared,  it  is  distinct  and  separable  from  the  fund 
out  of  which  it  is  declared,  and  may  be  the  subject  of  assignment 
by  the  shareholder,  before  he  has  received  it  from  the  company.'" 
But  a  contract  by  a  shareholder,  in  reference  to  dividends  and 
profits  on  his  shares,  includes  only  dividends  or  profits  declared 
by  the  corporation  and  allotted  to  shareholders,  not  profits  ascer- 
tained by  third  persons  or  courts.'^  Accordingly,  where  a  person 
was  entitled  under  a  contract  to  the  dividends  upon  certain 
shares  for  five  years,  and  none  were  declared  until  two  years 


Coleman,  etc.  Co.,  51  Pa.  St.  74;  Belfast,   etc.   Ry.   Co.,   Irish  R.   2 

Ryan  v.  Leavenworth,  etc.  R.  Co.,  C.  L.  112. 

21   Kan.   365;    Paris   v.   Paris,   10  b»  City  of  Ohio  v.  Cleveland,  etc. 

Ves.  184;  Olive  V.  Clive,  Kay,  600;  R.   Co.    (1856),    6    Ohio    St.    489; 

Ibhotson  V.  Blam,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  188;  Manning  v.   Quicksilver,    etc.   Co. 

Bates  V.  McKinley,  31  Beav.  280;  (1881),    24    Hun,    361.     Although 

Black  v.  Homersham,  4  Ex.  Div.  bargains  in  prospective  dividends 

24.  '  are  transactions  which  the  Stock 

06  Jones  v.   Ogle    (1872),   L.   R.  Exchange  does  not  recognize  nor 

14  Eq.  419;  33  and  34  Vic.  ch.  35.  enforce,    they  have  been   said   to 

E7  Clapp   V.   Astor,    2   Bdw.   Ch.  be   not   contrary  to   law   and   are 

379.  valid  as  between  the  parties.  Mar- 
es Phelps  V.  Farmers,'  etc.  Bank,  ten  v.  Gibbon,  33  L.  T.  N.  S.  561. 

26    Conn.    269.     As    to    preferred  eo  Marten   v.    Gibbon,    33    L.    T. 

shares   the   rule  holds   true   also.  N.   S.   561.     Cf.  Jermain  v.  Lake  , 

Boardman  v.  Lake  Shore,  eftc.  R.  Shore,  etc.  R.  Co.,  91  N.  Y.  483. 

Co.,  84  N.  Y.  157;  Nickals  v.  New  eiHyatt  v.  Allen    (1873),  56  N. 

York,    etc.    R.   Co.,    15   Fed.   Rep.  Y.  553;  Williams  v.  Western,  etc. 

575;   Jermain  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.  (1883),  93  N.  Y.  162,  affirming 

R.  Co.  (1875),  91  N.  Y.  483;  Hyatt  61   How.  Pr.  217. 

V.  Allen,   56   N.  Y.   553;    Coey  v. 
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afterwards,  when  nearly  a  hundred  per  cent,  was  declared,  it  was 
held  that  no  apportionment  could  be  made,  although  it  was  de- 
clared largely  from  profits  accruing  during  the  five-year  period;, 
and  also,  that  such  a  contract  refers  to  dividends  to  be  ascer- 
tained and  declared  by  the  Corporation,  and  not  to  the  growing 
profits  from  day  to  day,  or  month  to  month,  to  be  ascertained  by 
third  persons,  or  courts  of  justice,  looking  into  the  accounts  and 
transactions  of  the  company.'^ 

§  447.  (c)  As  to  unregistered  transferee.^The  corporation  is 
bound  to  recognize,  as  stockholders,  only  those  having  the  legal 
title  to  stock  as  shown  by  its  books,  and  therefore  it  is  not  bound 
to  pay  dividends  to  an  unregistered  transferee,  even  when  it  has 
notice  of  the  transfer.^^  But  the  right  to  dividends  declared  after 
the  date  Of  the  transfer,  passes  to  the  vertdee,  as  between  him  and 


62  Clapp  V.  Astor  (1834),  2  Edw. 
Ch.  379. 

68  Stockwell  V.  St.  LdUis  Ins. 
Co.,  9  Mo.  App.  133;  Continental 
National  Banlc  v.  Eliot  National 
Bank  (1881),  7  Fed.  Rep.  369; 
Erwin  V.  Oregon  Ry.  etc.  Co.,  35 
Hun,  544;  Merchants,'  etc.  Bank 
V.  Richards,  6  Mo.  App.  654; 
Bright  V.  Lord,  51  Ind.  272; 
Wright  V.  Tuckett,  1  J.  &  H.  266. 
In  England,  the  Companies 
Clauses  Act  of  1845  provides  that 
until  the  deed  of  transfer  be  de- 
livered to  the  secretary  of  the 
corporation  for  the  purpose  of 
registration,  the  purchaser  is  not 
entitled  to  any  share  in  the  pro- 
fits of  the  undertaking,  nor  to 
vote  upon  the  stock  at  corporate 
meetings.  8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §  15.  An 
unregistered  transferee  can  not 
"  enforce  the  payment  of  a  dlvi- 
I  dend  at  law,  but  must  bring  his 
bill  in  equity.  Cleveland,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Robbins,  35  Ohio  St.  483; 
Chambersburgh  Insurance  Co.  v. 
Smith,  11  Pa.  St.  120;  Northrup 
v.  Curtis,  5  Conn.  246.  And  mere 
possession  of  the  certificate  of 
stock  or  even  a  special  property 
therein  by  a  person  not  their 
owner,  is  not  sufficient  ground 
upon  which  to  base  an  action  for 
dividends.  Dow  v.  Gould,  etc. 
Mining  Co.,   31  Cal.   629.     Where 


an  owner  of  bank  stock  directs 
another  to  obtain  all  the  money 
possible  thereon,  and  pay  the 
owner's  money  to  a  bank,  and 
adds:  "You  may  apply  any  and 
all  balance  towards  the  payt. 
of  my  Indebtedness  to  you,"  there 
is  no  assignment  of  the  stock  to 
the  latter,  and  after  his  debt  is 
paid,  he  can  not  maintain  an 
action  for  dividends  due  thereon. 
Ware  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank 
(Mass.  1890),  24  N.  E.  Rep.  328. 
Where,  after  a  contract  for  the- 
sale  of  certain  shares  In  the  stock 
of  a  corporation,  but  before  the? 
time  appointed  for  receiving  pay- 
ment and  making  delivery,  a  div- 
idend is  declared,  as  to  which 
there  is  no  express  stipulation  iri 
the  contract,  the  purchaser  has 
no  right  to  decline  acceptance  and 
making  payment  because  the 
seller  claims  the  dividend  as  his 
own.  Phinizy  v.  Murray  (Ga. 
1890),  10  S.  E.  Rep.  358.  In  an 
action  for  the  transfer  of  stock,, 
and  the  payment  of  dividends 
brought  against  the  stockholder 
in  whose  name  the  shares  are, 
and  against  the  corporation,  the- 
latter  has  no  interest  at  stake> 
and  has  no  right  to  prosecute  an. 
appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered 
contradictorily  with  both  parties 
defendant,    in    favor    of    plaintiff,. 
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his  vendor,  even  where  the  transfer  has  not  been  recorded  on  the 
corporate  books.'*  And  after  the  company  has  been  notified  of 
a  transfer  of  stock,  although  registration  thereof  has  not  been 
made  upon  the  corpprate  records,  the  dividend  may  safely  be 
paid  to  the  transferee."" 

§  448.  (d)  Transfer  without  surrender  of  certificate. — If  the 
company  has  allowed  a  shareholder  to  have  his  stock  transferred 
upon  the  books  without  a  surrender  of  the  certificates,  it  will  not 
be  protected  in  paying  dividends  to  the  transferee  as  against  the 
holder  of  the  certificates, *°  although  a  stock-Owner,  to  whom  no 
certificate  has  been  issued,  is  not  thereby  debarred  from  claiming 
his  dividends."' 

§  449.  (e)  In  case  of  fraudulent  transfer. — A  corporation  may 
always  refuse  to  pay  dividends  to  any  one  who  has  obtained  a 
fraudulent  transfer  of  stock  upon  the  books  of  the  company.  It 
is  the  legal  duty  of  the  corporation  to  refuse  payment  under  such 
circumstances."'  And  where  dividends  have  been  actually  paid 
to  such  parties  before  discovery  of  the  fraud,  there  being  no 
fault  upon  the  part  of  the  original  owner,  he  is  entitled,  as 
against  the  corporation,  to  demand  the  dividends  or  their  equiv- 
alent.»» 

■where  the  real  party  in  interest,  2  Bdw.  Ch.  379.     Of.  Boston,  etc. 

the  stockholder,  has  not  appealed,  R.     Co.     v.     Commonwealth,     100 

and  the  judgment  has  become  final  Mass.   399;    "Title  to  Dividends," 

and  executory.     Board  of  Liquid-  19  Am.  Law  Rev.  571;  Nickals  v. 

ation     V.     New     Orleans     Water  New     York,     etc.     Ry.     Co.,     21 

"Works    Co.    (1887),    39    La.   Ann.  Blatchf.   177;    Johnson  v.   Bridge- 

202.  water,   etc.   Co.,  14   Gray,   274. 

«4  March     v.     Eastern     1^.     Co.  65  Smith  v.  American  Coal  Co.. 

(1862),  43  N.  H.  515;   s.  c.  77  Am.  7  Lans.   317;    Hill  v.  Newichawa- 

Dec.   732;    Central   R.   etc.   Co.   of  nick  Co.,  48  How.  Pr.  427;  Bell  v. 

Georgia    v.    Papot,    59    Ga.    342;  Lafferty,  1  Pennyp.  454. 
Ambrose  V.  Riddle,  3  Md.  Ch.  320;  es  Bank   v.    Lanier    (1870),    11 

Goodwin   v.    Hardy,    57   Me.    143;  Wall.  369;   Brisbane  v.  Delaware, 

Foote,    Appellant,    22    Pick.    299;  etc.  R.   Co.,  25  Hun,  438;    Lowry 

King  V.  Follett,  3  Vt.  385;   Ryan  v.  Commercial,  etc.  Bank,  Taney, 

V.    Leavenworth,    etc.    R.    Co.,    21  310;   Magwood  v.  Railroad  Bank, 

Kan.    365,   403;    Black  v.   Homer-  5  S.  C.  379;  Brewster  v.  Lime,  42 

sham,  4  Kx.  Div.  24;  Bates  v.  Mc-  Cal.  139. 

Kinley,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  389 ;  Clive  v.  57  Ellis  v.  Proprietors  of  Essex- 

Clive,   Kay,    600;    Jones   v.   Terre  Merrimac  Bridge,  2  Pick.  243. 
Haute,  etc.  R.  Co.    (1874),   57   N.  68  2  Redfield  on  Railways,   540. 

Y.  196;  Currie  v.  White,  45  N.  Y.    ■      69  Davis  v.  Bank  of  England,  2 

822;    Hill  v.   Newichawanick  Co.,  Bing.  393;    Taylor  v.  Midland  R. 

48    How.    Pr.    427;    Brundage    v.  Co.,  28  Beav.  287;  Sloman  v.  Bank 

Brundage,  60  N.  Y.  544;   s.  c.  65  of  England,  14   Sim.  775;   Ashley 

Barb.  397;  Clapp  v.  Astor  (1834),  v.  Blackwell,  2  Edw.  299. 
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§  450.  (f)  Effect  of  closing  the  books.— That  it  is  found  con- 
venient to  close  the  transfer  books  of  a  company  for  any  purpose, 
does  not,  in  any  way,  impair  the  legal  rights  of  a  stockholder  to 
share  in  dividends  subsequently  declared,  although  the  closing  of 
the  books  would,  to  some  extent,  embarrass  the  transfer  of  stock.'" 
The  usage  of  the  stock  exchange  that  all  stocks,  sold  before  the 
books  of  the  company  are  closed,  are  "dividend  on''  and  carry  the 
forthcoming  dividend  to  the  buyer,  while  all  subsequent  transfers 
are  "en  dividend,"  that  is,  the  dividend  belongs  to  the  seller,  has 
no  application  to  transfers  not  made  in  the  exchanges.''^ 

§  451.  Dividend  is  payable  only  from  profits. — It  is  the  rule 
that  dividends  can  be  made  only  from  profits.  The  exception  is, 
where  no  rights  of  creditors  intervene,  and  all  the  stockholders 
assent.''^ 

§  452.  What  constitutes  profits.' — As  to  what  part  of  the 
corporate  income  constitutes  profit  which  may  be  used  for  divi- 
dend, the  United  States  Supreme  Court  said :  "The  term  'profits' 
out  of  which  dividends  alone  can  properly  be  declared,  denotes 
what  remains  after  defraying  every  expense,  including  loans 
falling  due,  as  well  as  the  interest  on  such  loans.''*"  In  an  English 
case  the  Court  said:  "What  are  profits,  and  what  is  capital,  may 
be  difficult,  and  sometimes  an  almost  impossible  problem,  to  solve. 
There  is  no  hard-and-fast  rule  by  which  the  company  can  de- 
termine what  is  capital  and  what  profit.  It  may  be  safely  said 
that  what  losses  can  be  properly  charged  to  capital,  and  what  to 
income,  is  a  matter  for  business  men  to  determine,  and  it  is  often 
a  matter  on  which  the  opinion  of  honest  and  competent  men 
will  differ  .  .  .  there  is  no  single  definition  of  the  word 
'profits,'  which  will  fit  all  cases.'*  Net  earnings  are,  properly, 
the  gross  receipts,  less  the  expenses  of  operating  the  road  to  earn 
such  receipts.  Interest  on  debts  is  paid  out  of  what  thus  remains : 
that  is,  out  of  the  net  earnings.  Many  other  liabilities  are  paid 
out  of  the  net  earnings.    When  all  liabilities  are  paid,  either  out 

70  Jones  V.  Terre  Haute,  etc.  R.  71  Lombards   v.    Case,    45    Barb. 

Co.    (1874),   57  N.  Y.  196,  affirm-  95;   Hill  v.  Newichawanick  Co.,  8 

ing  s.  c.  20  Barb.  363;   Luling  v.  Hun,   459. 

Atlantic,    etc.   Co.,   45   Barb.   510;  t 2  Hughes    v.    "Vermont    Coppe» 

Phelps  V.  Farmers,'  etc.  Bank,  26  Min'.  Co.   (1878),  72  N.  Y.  207. 

Conn.   269;    March  v.  Eastern  R.  7S  Mobile,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Tennes- 

Co.,  43  N.  H.  515;  Foote's  Appeal,  see  (1894),  153  U.  S.  486. 

22  Pick.  299;   Rider  v.  Alton,  etc.  74Dovey  v.  Cory   (1901),  Housa 

R.  Co.,  13  111.  516;  Reese  v.  Bank  of  Lords,  A.  C.  477. 
of  Montgomery  Co.,  31  Pa.  St.  78. 
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of  the  gross  receipts,  or  out  of  the  net  earnings,  the  remainder 
is  the  profit  of  the  shareholders  to  go  towards  dividends,  which 
in  that  way  are  paid  out  of  the  net  earnings."'^  Popularly- 
speaking,  the  net  receipts  of  a  business  are  its  profits/"  "Sur- 
plus earnings"  are  said  to  be  moneys  available  for  dividends. 
"Net  earnings,"  and  "net  income,"  are  interchangeable  ternis.'^ 
"That  the  first  thing  to  be  done  by  any  manufacturer  who  would 
ascertain  his  net  earnings  during  the  preceding  year,  is  to  take 
a  careful  inventory  of  what  he  has  left,  including  his  plant  and 
machinery,  and  then  make  just  and  full  allowances  for  all  losses 
and  shrinkages  of  every  kind  that  he  has  suffered  in  his  property 
during  the  year,  and  for  all  expenses  of  every  kind,  ordinary  or 
extraordinary,  that  have  occurred  dufing  the  year;  and,  having 
made  such  inventory,  and  deducted  such  losses  and  shrinkage  of 
every  kind,  his  net  earnings  will  be  the  difference  between  all  his 
investments  in  his  business,  and  all  his  expenses  of  every  kind  on 
the  one  hand,  and  this  new  inventory,  with  the  reduction  properly 
made,  and  all  that  he  has  received  of  every  kind,  on  the  other 
hand;  and  if  his  books  are  properly  kept,  and  proper  deductions 
made,  these  net  earnings  will  finally  appear  on  the  balance  sheet 
to  the  credit  of  the  profit-and-loss  account."^^  A  railroad  may 
declare  a  dividend  from  its  profits  without  paying  the  principal 
of  its  funded  or  bonded  debt,  but  it  must  first  pay  the  interest  on 
such  debts,'*  and  pay  or  fund  its  floating  debt,'"  and  set  aside 
a  sum  for  repairs  and  necessary  reconstruction  from  wear  and 
tear.*^  Insurance  companies  cannot  declare  dividends  out  of 
unearned  premiums,'^  nor  banks,  out  of  interest  not  yet  received.*^ 
Dividends  of  whatever  nature  can,  as  a  general  rule,  only  be  de- 
clared out  of  a  company's  net  profits.*^     But  a  dividend  may  be 

7B  St.  John  V.  Erie  Ry.    (1872),  si  Macintosh    v.    Flint,    etc.    R. 

10  Blatchf.  271;    (1874),  22  Wall.  R.  (1888),  34  Fed.  Rep.  583. 

136.  82  De  Peyster  v.  American  Fire 

fsEyster    v.    Centennial    Board  Ins.  Co.    (1837),  6  Paige,  486. 

(1876),  94  U.  S.  500.  S3  people  v.  San  Francisco  Sav- 

77 Williams    v.    Western    Union  ings  Bank   (1887),  72  Cal.  199. 
Tel.    Co.     (1883),    93    N.    Y.    162;  84  "Companies      Accounts— Pay- 
Phillips  V.  Eastern  R.  R.   (1884),  ment   of   Dividends   out   of   Capi- 
138  Mass.  122.  tal,'"  46  L.  T.  343;   Main  v.  Mills, 

TS.Richardson    v.    Buhl    (1889),  6   Biss.   98;    Hughes   v.   Vermont, 

7,7  Mich.  632.  6  L.  R.  A.  457.  etc.  Co.  (1878),  72  N.  Y.  207,  210; 

79  Mobile,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Tennes-  Carpenter   v.    New   York,    eti.    R. 
see    (1894),  135  U.   S.  486.  Co.,   5   Abb.   Pr.'277;    Painesvllle, 

80  Belfast     etc.     R.     v.     Belfast  etc.   R.   Co.  v.  King,   17   Ohio   St. 
(1885),  77  Me.  445.  534;    Att'y-Gen.  v.   State  Bank,   1 
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declared  for  a  fiscal  year  subsequent  to  the  time  when  the  net 
profits  divided,  were  earned.'"  In  Virginia,  however,  directors 
who  have  failed  to  declare  dividends  at  the  time  fixed  by  the 
charter,  can  not  declare  one  extending  over  the  period  of  their 
failure.^^  And  after  a  consolidation,  the  profits  of  one  company 
already  earned,  can  not  be  used  to  pay  a  dividend  upon  the 
stock  of  the  consolidated  corporation.*'  Net  profits  are  to  be 
distinguished  from  net  earnings,  which  are  properly  the  gross 
receipts  less  the  operating  expenses.  Interest  on  debts  is  paid 
out  of  what  thus  remains,  that  is,  out  of  the  net  earnings.  Many 
other  liabilities  are  paid  out  of  the  net  earnings,  the  remainder 
is  the  profit  of  the  stockholders  to  go  toward  dividends.'*  That 
dividends  can  only  be  paid  out  of  net  profits,  does  not  imply  that 
the  company  is  wholly  out  of  debt."  But  it  has  been  laid  down 
that  the  profits  of  a  corporation,  for  the  purpose  of  declaring  a 
dividend,  consist  in  the  excess  of  its  cash  and  other  property  on 


Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  545,  555;  Elklns  v. 
Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1882),  36  N. 
J.  Eq.  233;  Lockhart  v.  Van  Al- 
styne,  31  Mich.  76;  Pittsburgh, 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Allegheny,  63  Pa. 
St.  126;  Barnes  v.  Pennell,  2  H. 
L.  Cas.  497;  In  re  Mercantile,  -etc. 
Co.,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  475. 

86  Mills  V.  Northern  Ry.  etc. 
Co.  (1870),  L.  R.  5  Ch.  621.  Of. 
Hoole  V.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co., 
L.  R.   3  Ch.   262. 

86  Gordon  v.  Richmond,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  78  Va.  501. 

87  Chase  v.  Vanderbilt,  37  N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.  Rep.  334. 

88  St.  John  V.  Erie  Ry.  Co. 
(1872),  10  Blatchf.  271,  279,  af- 
firmed in  22  Wall.  136;  Warren  v. 
King  (1882),  108  U.  S.  389,  398; 
Van  Dyck  v.  McQuade,  86  N.  Y. 
38,  47;  Union  Pacific  R.  Co.  v. 
United  States  (1878),  99  U.  S. 
402,  422;  De  Peyster  v.  American 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  6  Paige,  486;  Scott 
V.  Eagle  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  7  Paige, 
198;  Lexington,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Page,  17  B.  Mon.  412;  s.  c.  46 
Am.  Dec.  528;  Green's  Brice's 
JJUra  Tires,  161;  People  v.  Siiper- 
visors  of  Niagara,  43  Hill,  20,  23; 
Mass.  122;  Hazeltine  v.  Belfast, 
Phillips    V.    Eastern    R.    Co..    138 


etc.  R.  Co.  (1887),  79  Me.  411; 
s.  c.  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  330.  For 
further  definition  and  explanation 
of  "net  profits"  and  similar  terms, 
see  Beach  on  Railways,  §§  298, 
301;  Nichols  v.  New  York,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  21  Blatchf.  177;  Heard  v. 
Bldridge,  109  Mass.  258;  Park  v. 
Grant  Locomotive  Works,  40  N. 
J.  Eq.  114;  Coltners,  etc.  Co.  v.. 
Black,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  626;  Bloxam 
V.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  L.  B.  3 
Ch.  337;  Bardwell  v.  Shfeffield,  etc. 
Co.  L.  R.  14  Eq.  517;  Hadley's 
Railway  Transportation,  58-62; 
Mills  V.  Northern  Ry.  etc.  Co.,  L. 
R.  5  Ch.  621,  631;  Salisbury  v. 
Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  18  W.  R. 
974. 

89  Belfast,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Belfast, 
77  Me.  445;  Barry  v.  Merchants* 
Exchange  Co.,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  280, 
307.  Ace.  Mills  v.  Northern  Ry. 
etc.  Co.  (1870),  L.  R.  5  Ch.  621; 
Hadley's  Railroad  Transportation, 
58;  Stevens  v.  South  Devon  Ry. 
Co.,  9  Hare,  313;  Stringer's  Case, 
L.  R.  4  Ch.  475.  But  see  Hoole  v. 
Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  3 
Ch.  App.  269;  New  York,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Schuyler,  34  N.  Y.  49; 
Beach  on  Railways,   §  297. 
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hand,  over  its  liabilities.'"  Dividends  can  be  declared  only  out  of 
surplus  profits.  The  corporation  can  not  declare  a  dividend  out 
of  its  capital  stock,  and  thus  reduce  it,  or  out  of  assets  which  are 
needed  to  pay  corporate  debts.'^ 

§  453.  Pa3mient  of  dividend  out  of  capital. — The  general 
rule  is  clear  that  a  company  can  not  pay  dividends  out  of  capital ; 
it  can  only  pay  them  out  of  profits.  To  pay  dividends  out  of 
capital  is  reducing  the  capital  to  the  detriment  of  the  creditors  of 
the  company.  The  money  is,  of  course,  liable  to  be  spent  or 
lost  in  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  company;  but  no  part  of 
it  can  be  returned  to  a  member,  so  as  to  take  away  from  the 
fund  to  which  the  creditors  have  a  right  to  look,  as  that  out  of 
which  they  are  to  be  paid.°^  Existing  or  subsequent  corporate 
creditors,  to  the  extent  of  their  unpaid  claims,  may  compel  stock- 
holders receiving  dividends  out  of  the  capital  stock,  to  refund  the 
same.''  It  is  illegal  for  a  company  to  pay  interest  to  share- 
holders during  the  construction  of  its  works,  or  the  period  which 
elapses  before  an  income  is  earned  out  of  capital.'*  But  this  rule 
does  not  prevent  payment  of  interest  on  bonds  or  debenture  stock 


90  Hubbard  v.  Weare  ( Iowa, 
1890),  44  N.  "W.  Rep.  915,  follow- 
ing Miller  v.  Bradish,  69  Iowa, 
278. 

91  Warren  v.  King,  108  XT.  S.  389. 

92  Flitcroft's  Case  (1862),,  21 
Ch.  Div.  519,  533;  "Companies' 
Accounts — Payment  of  Dividends 
out  of  Capital,"  46  L.  T.  343; 
Carpenter  v.  New  York,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.  (1885),  5  Abb.  Pr.  277; 
Bloxam  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co., 
1,.  R.  3  Ch.  337;  Salisbury  v. 
Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  38  L.  J.  Ch. 
249 ;  Macdougall  v.  Jersey,  etc. 
Co.,  2  Hem.  &  M.  528;  Holmes  v. 
Newcastle,  etc.  Co.,  45  L.  J.  Ch. 
383;  Queen  v.  Liverpool,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  284.  In  Trevor 
V.  Whitworth,  57  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
457;  s.  c.  12  App.  Cas.  409,  the 
company  affected  to  purchase  its 
own  shares  and  the  transaction 
was  condemned.  Either  it  was  a 
purchase  of  shares  in  the  sense 
of  a  trafficking  in  shares,  which 
■was  a  purchase  not  authorized 
ty  the  memorandum  of  asso- 
ciation,  or  else  it  was   an  extin- 


guishment of  the  shares,  and 
therefore  a  reduction  of  the  cap- 
ital of  the  company.  Either  way 
it  was  ultra  vires  and  illegal. 
Therefore,  if  a  company's  articles; 
of  association  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  dividends  out  of  capital, 
they  are  invalid,  and  the  directors 
will  be  restrained  from  acting^ 
under  them.  Even  if  such  pay- 
ment purported  to  be  authorized 
by  the  memorandum  of  associa- 
tion, it  would,  in  the_  opinion  of 
Lord  Justice  Lindley  (Company 
Law,  p.  432),  be  illegal. 

93  Finn  v.  Brown  (1891),  142 
V.  S.  56. 

94  "Payment  of  Interest  out  of 
Capital,"  Editorial  article.  Law 
Times,  July  19,  1890,  reprinted  in 
8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  178,  citing  and 
discussing  Guinness  v.  Land  Cor- 
poration, 22  Ch.  Div.  349;  James 
V.  Eve,  L.  R.  6  E.  &  I.  App.  335. 
Contra,  Dent  v.  London  Tramways 
Co.,  16  Ch.  Div.  344;  Lambert  v. 
Neuchatel  Asphalte  Co.,  30  W.  R. 
912;   s.  c.  47  L.  T.  N.  S.  73. 
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representing  available  money  raised  by  borrowing."'  When,  how- 
ever, the  capital  stock  of  a  company  has  been  reduced,  the  prop- 
erty, thus  deducted  from  the  capital,  may  be  distributed  as  a 
dividend."'  And  although  the  property  of  the  company  was  in ' 
its  nature  of  a  wasting  character,  being  a  deposit  of  rock  to  be 
mined  under  a  lease  of  the  land  for  that  purpose,  and  had  become 
depreciated,  both  by  the  lapse  of  time,  and  in  consequence  of  the 
rock  dug  out,  the  company  was  not  bound  to  provide  a  reserve 
fund  to  meet  the  depreciation,  and  therefore  dividends  paid  with- 
out doing  so,  were  not  a  payment  thereof  out  of  capital."^ 

§  454.  Remedy  for  payment  out  of  capital. — An  action  may 
be  maintained  by  a  stockholder  to  enjoin  the  payment  of  a 
dividend,  where  the  directors  are  about  to  misapply  the  funds  of 
the  corporation  in  paying,  the  dividend,  there  being,  in  fact,  no 
money  earned  for  the  purpose  of  a  dividend."^  And  if  it  has 
been  so  declared  and  paid,  it  may  be  recovered  back  of  the  share- 
holders who  received  it.""  So  also,  if  dividends  have  been  paid 
out,  under  the  pretense  and  denomination  of  surplus  profits,  when 
there  were  no  surplus  profits  to  divide,  not  only  may  they  be 
taken  from  the  hands  of  the  shareholders  who  have  received  them 
and  applied  to  the  payment  of  cjebts,  but  the  directors  are  per- 
sonally liable  therefor,^  to  the  company,  its  shareholders  and  cred- 
itors f  except  where  the  dividend  was  paid  through  a  mere  error 

90  Bloxam   v.   Metropolitan    Ry.  ss  Carpenter  v.  New  York,   etc. 
Co.,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  App.  337;   Bard-  R.  Co.   (1857),  5  Abb.  Pr.  277. 
well    V.    Sheffield    Water    Works  99  Russell   v.    Wakefield   Water- 
Co.,  li.  R.  14  Eq.  517.  works    Co.,    L.    R.    20    Eq.    474; 

96  Strong  v.  Brooklyn,  etc.  R.  Holmes  v.  Newcastle,  etc.  Co.,  1 
Co.,  93  N.  Y.  426,  435;  Seely  v.  Ch.  Div.  682;  Stringer's  Case,  L. 
New  York,  etc.  Bank,  8  Daly,  400;  R.  4  Ch.  App.  475. 

s.  c.  78  N.  Y.  608;  Parker  v.  Ma-  1  Gratz  v.   Rudd    (1843),   14   B. 

son,  8  R.  I.  427.  Mon.    178,    194;    Hill    v.    Frazier 

97  Lee  V.  Neuchatel  Asphalte  (1853),  22  Pa.  St.  320;  Fletcroft's 
Co.  (Ch.  Div.  1889),  6  Ry.  &  Case  (1882),  21  Ch.  Div.  519; 
Corp.  L.  J.  266.  O/.  Davison  v.  Turquand  v.  Marshall,  L.  R.  4  Ch. 
Gillies,  16  Ch.  Div.  347;  Dent  v.  376;  Evans  v.  Coventry,  8  De  Gex, 
London  Tramways  Co.,  16  Ch.  Div.  M.  &  G.  835;  Burnes  v.  Pennell, 
344;  Lambert  v.  Neuchatel  As-  2  H.  L.  Gas.  497,  531;  In  re  Alex- 
phalte  Co.,  47  L.  T.  N.  S.  73;  ander  Palace  Co.,  21  Ch.  Div.  149; 
Stringer's  Case,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  App.  Salisbury  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co., 
475;    Coltness   Iron  Co.  v.  Black,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  839. 

L.     R.     6    App.     C&.S-.     315,     329;  2  Holding   them   liable   to   cred- 

Ranoe's   Case,   L.   R.   6   Ch.   App.  itors,  are:     In  re  Exchange  Bank- 

104;   In  re  Oxford  Benefit  Build-  ing  Co.,   21   Ch.   Div.    519;    In  re 

ing    Society,     35    Ch.    Div.    502;  County  Marine   Ins.   Co.,  L.  R.  6 

Leeds   Estate,   Build,   and   Invest.  Ch.  104;  Main  v.  Mills,  6  Biss.  98; 

Co.  v.  Shepherd,  36  Ch.  Div.  787.  Scott   v.    Eagle   Fire    Ins.    Co.,    7 
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in  judgment.'  There  are  statutes,  however,  making  them  liable 
without  reference  to  whether  the  dividend,  infringing  the  capital 
stock,  was  declared  innocently  or  fraudulently.*  But  their  statu- 
tory liability  may  be  barred  by  laches,  where  they  have  not  been 
guilty  of  actual  fraud." 

§  454a.  Liability  of  corporate  officers  for  dividends  paid 
out  of  the  capital  stock. — There  is  not  full  accord  of  the  courts 
as  to  the  liability  of  corporate  officers  who  have  paid  illegal  divi- 
dends out  of  the  capital  stock,  except  that  they  are  liable  for  any 
such  dividend  which,  as  stockholders,  they  themselves  have  re- 
ceived.' The  prevailing  rule  is,  that,  if  in  good  faith  and  without 
neglect,  the  directors  pay  out  a  dividend,  although  it  results  in 
impairment  of  the  capital  stock,  they  are  not  to  be  held  liable.'^ 
A  stockholder  is  not  liable  to  the  corporate  creditors  for  a  dividend 
received  by  him  in  good  faith,  when  the  corporation  was  solvent.'^ 

§  455.  Equality  of  payment. — ^There  can  be  no  discrimina- 
tion made  between  stockholders  of  the  same  class.  They  must 
be  pro  rata  and  without  preference.'  A  dividend,  regularly  de- 
clared and  due,  is  the  individual  property  of  the  stockholder  as 
a  separate  fund,  distinct  from  other  surplus  profits.'     Payment  of 

Paige,  198.     Cf-  Ranee's  Case,  L.  Central  R.  etc.  Co.,  52  Barb.  45; 

R.   6   Ch.   104.     To  the  corporate  Keppel     v.     Petersburg     R.     Co., 

creditors   only:      Smith  v.   Hurd,  Chase's  Dec.'  167;   Reid  v.  Ba;ton- 

12  Met.  371;  s.  c.  46  Am.  Dec.  690;  ton  Manuf.  Co.,  40  Qa.  98. 

Chamberlin    v.    Hugenot    Manuf.  *  Companies' Act  of  1862,  §  165; 

Co.,  118  Mass.  532;,  Priest  v.  Bs-  Mass.    Stat.    1862,    ch.    218,    §    3; 

sex    Manuf.    Co.,    115    Mass.    380.  Mass.   Stat.   1870,   ch.   224,   §§   40, 

Not  to  creditors,  but  only  to  the  42;  Rev.  of  N.  J.  p.  178;  Pa.  Act 

company    and    the    stockholders:  of  April  7,  1849,  §  9;  Hill  v.  Pra- 

Lexington,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Bridges  zier  (1853),  22  Pa.  St.  320;  N.  Y. 

(1847),  7  B.  Mon.  556,  559;   s.  c.  1  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  18,  tit.  2,  art.  1, 

46  Am.  Dec.  528.     To  each  share-  §1,  subs.  10. 

holder:      Turquand    v.    Marshall,  5  Williams   v.    Boioe,    38    N.    J. 
Xi.  R.  4  Ch.  376.     Directors,  how-  Bq.  364;   In  re  Mammoth  Copper- 
ever,  who  have  not  been  guilty  of  opolis,  50  L.  J.  Ch.  11. 
fraud,    and   have   been   compelled  « Davenport  v.  Lines  (1899),  72 
to  make  good  to  corporate  cred-  Conn.  118. 

itors    a    dividend    impairing    the  ^  Latimer     v.     Equitable,     etc. 

capital   stock,   are   entitled  to   be  Assn.    (1898),   78   Mo.    App.    463; 

subrogated  to  the  creditors'  rights  Chick  v.  Puller    (1902),  114  Ped. 

against   the   stockholders.     In   re  Rep.  22. 

Alexander  Palace  Co.,  21  Ch.  Div.  7a  Great    Western,    etc.    Co.    v. 

149;  Salisbury  V.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Harris    (Vt.   3.903),   128   Ped.    (C. 

Co.,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  839.  C.  A.),  321. 

3  Bxcelsior,    etc.    Co.    v.    Lacey  s  Ryder  v.  Alton  R.  R.    (1851), 

(1875),   63  N.   Y.   422;    Stringer's  13  111.   516. 

Case,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  475.     Cf.  Gillett  s  People  v.  Merchant,  etc.  Bank 

V.  Moody,  3  N.  Y.  479;    Scott  v.  (1879),  78  N.  Y.  269. 
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dividends  must  be  provided  for,  without  discrimination  and  at  a 
reasonable  time  and  place,  which  may  be  fixed  by  the  directors 
subsequently  to  the  resolution  declaring  them.^°  The  place  of 
payment  must  be  appointed  at  a. reasonably  convenient  distance 
from  the  company's  place  of  business,  or  from  that  of  the  stock- 
holders,*^ and  the  time  must  be  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
it  is  declared.**  When  the  directors  undertake  to  distribute  any 
portion  of  the  funds  of  the  corporation,  whether  it  be  called 
profits  or  not,  all  the  stockholders  are  entitled  to  an  equal  share 
in  the  fund  in  propbrtion  to  their  stock.*'  Accordingly,  there 
can  be  no  difference  made  between  large  and  small  shareholders  ;** 


10  March  v.  Eastern  R.  Co. 
(1862),  43  N.  H.  515;  s.  c.  40  N. 
H.  548;  s.  c.  77  Am.  Dec.  732; 
Simpson  v.  Moore,-  30  Barb.  637; 
Clarkson  v.  Clarkson,  18  Barb. 
fi46;  Spear  v.  Hart,  3  Robt.  420; 
Le  Roy  v.  Globe  Ins.  Co.  (1836), 
2  Edw.  Ch.  657,  where  about  four- 
fifths  of  the  dividend  having  been 
called  for,  the  rest  were  not  de- 
prived of  the  benefit  of  the  fund 
set  apart  therefor,  on  account  of 
subsequent  bankruptcy;  Foote, 
Appellant,  22  Pick.  299;  Balsh  v. 
Halett,  10  Gray,  402;  Earp's  Ap- 
peal, 28  Pa.  St.  363;  Jackson  v. 
Newark  Plank  Road  Co.,  31  N.  J. 
82,  504,  where  the  place  of  pay- 
ment was  a  banking  house  in  New 
York  City,  just  across  the  river 
from  one  terminus  of  the  road 
declaring  the  dividend;  De  Gen- 
dre  V.  Kent,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  Cas.  283; 
Price  V.  Anderson,  15  Sim.  473; 
McLaren  v.  Stainton.  3  De  Gex, 
F.  &  J.  202. 

11  King  V.  Paterson,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1860),  29  N.  J.  82. 

12  Brundage  v.  Brundage,  60  N. 
"Y.  544;  s.  c.  65  Barb.  397;  King 
V.  Paterson,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1860),  29 
N.  J.  82;  City  of  Ohio  v.  Cleve- 
land, etc.  R.  Co.  (1856),  6  Ohio 
St.  489.  Cf.  Burroughs  v.  North 
Carolina  R.  Co.,  67  N.  C.  376. 

13  Jones  V.  Terre  Haute,  etc.  R. 
€o.  (1859),  29  Barb.  353;  s.  c. 
affirmed  57  N.  Y.  196;  Howell  v. 
Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co.,  51  Barb.  378; 
State   V.    Baatimore,  «tc.   R.    Co. 


(1847),  6  Gill,  363,  where  the  dis- 
crimination was  in  giving  the 
smaller  shareholders  cash  for  a 
part  of  the  dividend  that  the 
larger  ones  had  to  take  in  bonds; 
Beers  V.  Bridgeport  Spring  Co.  42 
Conn.  17;  Stoddard  v.  Shetucket 
Foundry  Co.,  34  Conn.  542;  Ryder 
V.  Alton,  etc.  R.  Co.,  13  111.  516; 
Coey  V.  Belfast,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  Irish 
Rep.  2  C  L.  112;  Harrison  v. 
Mexican  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  358. 
Gf.  Miller  V.  Illinois  Central  R. 
Co.,  24  Barb,  312.  An  action  in 
assumpsit  lies  against  the  corpo- 
ration on  the  implied  contract 
that  the  distribution  of  dividends 
shall  be  equally  made.  Jackson  v. 
Newark  Plankroad  Co.  (1865),  31 
N.  J.  277;  or  for  damages,  Coey  v. 
Belfast,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  I.  R.  2  C.  L. 
112.  But  see  State  v.  Baltimore, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  6  Gill,  3«3,  where  it  is 
held  that  the  shareholders  can- 
not maintain  assumpsit,  but  must 
proceed  by  bill  in  .equity.  Or  a 
shareholder  from  whom  a  divi 
dend  has  been  illegally  withheld 
may  resort  to  the  other  sharehold- 
ers to  recover  his  proportion  of 
the  money  had  and  received  by 
them.  Peckham  v.  Van  Wagenen, 
83  N.  Y.  40.  So,  also,  a  court  of 
equity  may  restrain  a  discrimina- 
tion of  this  character.  Luling  v. 
Atlantic  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  45  Barb. 
510.  Cf.  Harrison  v.  Mexican  Ry. 
Co.,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  358. 

1*  State  V.  Baltimore,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1847).  6  Gill.  363. 
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or  between  shareholders  whose  subscriptions  are  fully  paid,  and 
those  in  arrears.^^  And  no  discrimination  can  be  lawfully  made 
between  shareholders  on  account  of  the  date  of  the  issue  of  their 
stock  if  issued  before  the  distribution ;  and  it  is  immaterial  when 
the  property  distributed  was  acquired,  earned  or  accumulated.^" 
The  corporation  can  not  discriminate  between  the  shareholders  as 
to  the  medium  of  payment.  It  can  not  pay  one  shareholder  in 
gold,  and  force  another  to  accept  his  pro  rata  portion  in  a  depre- 
ciated paper.^^ 

§  456.  Set-off  of  debt  due  the  corporation. — If,  when  a  div- 
idend becomes  payable  to  the  stockholder,  he  is  in  debt  to  the 
corporation,  it  may  apply  the  dividend  to  payment  of  the  debt,  by 
way  of  set-off  or  counterclaim,^*  unless  the  registered  stockholder 
has  sold  and  transferred  his  stock  certificate  before  the  dividend 
becomes  payable.^' 

§  457.  Action  to  compel  declaration  of  dividend.  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts. — As  a  general  rule,,  a  stockholder  can  not 
sue  the  corporation  for  his  share  of  accumulated  profits,  until  a 
dividend  has  been  declared,  which  is  a  matter  within  the  discretion 
of  the  directors,  and  which  the  courts  will  not  control.^"  It  is 
not  for  the  stockholders  to  decide  whether  or  not  a  dividend  shall 
be  declared,  but  for  the  directors  to  determine  in  their  sole  discre- 
tion.^^ Where  they  fail  to  declare  a  dividend,  but  without  bad 
faith,  neglect  of  duty,  or  abuse  of  their  power,  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  assume  jurisdiction  to  order  a  dividend  declared.^^  The 
stockholder  has  no  inchoate  or  other  legal  right  to  the  earnings  or 
profits  of  the  company  till  the  dividends  have  been  declared.^' 

"Reese  v.  Bank,  31  Pa.  St.  7,8;  20 Beveridge  v.  New  York  El.  R. 

Oakbank  Oil  Co.  v.  Crua,  L.  B.  8  Co.  (1889),  112  N.  Y.  1.  27;  WIU- 

App.  C.  65.  lams  v.  Western,  etc.  Co.,  93  N.  Y. 

16  Phelps  V.  Farmers',  etc.  Bank  162. 

(1857),   26   Conn.   269;    Luling  v.  21  Grant    v.    Ross     (1896),    100 

Atlantic,    etc.    Ins.    Co.,    45    Barb.  Ky.  44;  Hunter  v.  Roberts  (1890), 

510;  Jones  v.  Terre  Haute  Ry.  Co.,  83  Mich.  63. 

57  N.  Y.  196;  Boardman  v.  Lake  22  New  York,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Shore,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  157;    '   Nickals    (1886).    119    U.    S.'  296; 

Jennam   v.  Lake   Shore,  etc.  Ry.  Greenleaf  v.   Equitable,    etc.   Soc. 

Co.,  91  N.  Y.  283.  (1899),  160  N.  Y.  19. 

17  state  V.  Baltimore,  etc.  Ry.  23  Browne  v.  Collins,  L.  R.  12 
Co.  (1847),  6  Gill,  363;  Keppel  v.  Eg.  Cas.  594;  Hyatt  v.  Allen,  56 
Petersburg,  etc.  R.  Co.,  Chase's  N.  Y.  557;  Minot  v.  Paine,  99 
Dec.  167.  Mass.  101;   Rand  v.  Hubbell,  115 

i«  Donnally  V.  Heamdon  (1895),  Mass.   474.     It   is   a  fundamental 

41  W.  Va.  519.  rule  that   dividends   can   be  paid 

19  Gemmell  v.  Davis   (1892),  75  only  out  of  profits  or  the  net  in- 

Md.  54?6,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  412.  crease  of  the  capital  of  a  corpo- 
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It  has  been  strongly  stated  that  the  property  of  every  corporation, 
including  all  its  earnings  and  profits,  belongs  primarily  to  the 
corporation  itself,  and  not  to  its  stockholders  individually  or 
collectively.  They  have  a  certain  claim,  it  is  true,  but  their  claims 
are  always  subordinate  to  the  claims  of  creditors,  and  the  latter 
approach  much  nearer  to  the  condition  of  ownership  than  the 
former.^*  Until  a  division,  a  shareholder  has  no  legal  right  to 
the  property  or  profits  of  the  corporation.  The  individual  mem- 
bers oif  a  corporation  are,  no  doubt,  interested,  in  one  sense,  in 
the  property  of  the  corporation,  as  they  may  derive  individual 
benefit  from  its  increase  or  loss  from  its  destruction ;  but  in  no 
legal  sense  are  the  individual  members  the  owners.^"  So,  too, 
each  share  represents  an  aliquot  part  of  the  capital  stock ;  but  the 
holder  can  not  touch  a  dollar  of  the  principal.  He  is  entitled  only 
to  a  share  in  the  dividends  and  profits.  Upon  the  dissolution  of 
the  institution,  each  shareholder  is  entitled  to  a  proportional  share 
of  the  residuum  after  satisfying  all  liabilities.^"  Yet  the  profits 
that  are  divisible  among  the  shareholders  as  dividends,  are  con- 
sidered as  their  own  property  to  the  extent  that  the  corporation 
may  not  apply  them  to  any  purpose  not  included  in  the  charter, 
without  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  shareholders.^^  For  it  is 
a  breach  of  trust  and  a  fraud  upon  non-assenting  shareholders, 
otherwise  to  apply  profits  that  should  have  been  divided  among 
them;  and  at  their  suit  the  diversion  of  the  fund  may  be  pre- 
vented   by  injunction,    and    its    proper    application    enforced.^^ 

ration,  and  cannot  be  drawn  from  of   revenue,    it  was   held   on   the 

the    capital    contributed    by    the  construction    of   the   special    acts 

shareholders   for   the   purpose   of  relating    to    the    company,    that 

carrying   on   the  company's   busi-  shares    which    the    directors    had 

ness.     And  a  holder  of  shares  in  power   to  issue,  but  which  could 

a  corporation  has  no  legal  claim  only    have    been    sold    at    a    dis- 

to  profits  earned  by  the  company  count,  could  not  be  issued  at  par 

until    a    dividend    has    been    de-  in    lieu    of    the    dividend    which 

clared  by  the  proper  agents;   nor  might  have  been  paid  if  the  reve- 

can  he  compel  the  declaration  of  nue  had  not  been  diverted.    Hook 

a  dividend,  except  when  the  prof-  v.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  3 

its   are  withheld   In   violation   of  Ch.  262. 

the  charter.     Morawetz  on  Corpo-  26  Farrington   v.   Tennessee,    95 

rations,  §§  344,  351.  U.  S.  687. 

2*  Karnes  v.   Rochester,   etc.  R.  ^^  March     v.     Eastern     R.     Co. 

Co.,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  110.  (1862),  43  N.  H.  515. 

26  Lord     Denman,     C.     J.,     In  28  March     v.     Eastern     R.     Co. 

Queen  v.  Amaud,  9  Ad.  &  El.  N.  (1862),   43  N.   H.   515;    Brown  v. 

R.   806.     Where  sums   chargeable  Buffalo,    etc.    R.    Co.    (1882),    27 

to  capital  account  were  paid  out  Hun,    342;     Beers    v.    Bridgeport 
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Therefore,  while  a  right  to  a  dividend  is  no  deht  until  the  dividend 
is  declared,  the  stockholders  are  not  remediless  in  case  the  direc- 
tors, without  reasonable  cause,  refuse  to  divide  the  surplus  profits. 
They  may  he  compelled  in  such  cases  to  make  the  distribution.^" 

Jurisdiction  of  the  Courts. — Where  there  i$  abuse  of  power  by 
the  directors  in  refusal  to  declare  a  dividend,  a  court  of  equity,  at 
the  instance  of  any  stockholder,  will  order  a  dividend  declared 
and  paid.  "An  argument  is  made,  which  has  the  sanction  of  some 
of  the  authorities,  to  the  effect  that  all  of  the  assets  of  a  corpora- 
tion are  deemed  capital  until  a  dividend  is  declared.  We  may 
concede  that  assets  are  ordinarily  so  treated  in  going  concerns, 
but  the  rule  has  its  limitations.  The  directors  must  act  in  good 
faith.  If  they  fail  to  do  so,  and  it  clearly  appears  that  they  have 
accumulated  earnings  not  required  in  the  prosecution  of  the  busi- 
ness, which  they  withhold  from  the  stockholders  for  illegitimate 
purposes,  a  court  of  equity  may  interfere  and  compel  a  distribu- 
tion of  such  earnings.'^"  The  courts  will,  howevei",  interfere  only 
in  rare  and  exceptional  cases,  where  the  directors  are  shown  to 
be  acting  in  bad  faith,  or  wilfully  abusing  their  discretion.^"^ 
Where  a  company  has  become  insolvent,^"  or  is  indebted  to  an 
extent  that  would  make  it  unwise  to  declare  a  dividend,  the  court 
would  unquestionably  refuse  to  interfere.^^  In  any  case,  how- 
Spring  Go.,  42  Conn.  17;  Park  v.  40  N.  J.  Eq.  114;  Browne  v.  Mon- 
Grant  Locomotive  Works,  40  N.  J.  moutlishire  Ry.,  etc.  Co.,  4  Eng.  L. 
Eq.  114;  Browne  v.  Monmouth-  &  Eq.  118;  s.  c.  13  Beav.  32;  Ste- 
shire  Ry.,  etc.  Co.,  4  Eng.  L.  &  vens  v.  Soutti  Devon  Ry.  Co.,  9 
Eq.  118;,  s.  c.  13  Beav.  32;  Ste-  Hare,  313;  Smith  v.  Prattville 
vens  V.  South  Devon  Ry.  Co.,  9  ManUf.  Co.,  29  Ala.  503;  State  v. 
Hare,  313.  Bank    of    Louisiana,    6    La.    745; 

28  Scott  V.  Eagle  Fire  Co.,  7  Beers  v.  Bridgeport  Spring  Co.,  42 
Paige,  198.  Conn.    117;     Pratt    v.    Pratt,    33 

30  Matter  of  Rogers  (1899),  161  Conn.  446;  Harris  v.  San  Fran- 
N.  Y.  108.  Cisco,  etc.  Co.,  41  Cal.  393. 

31  Williston  V.  Michigan  South-  32  Scott  v.  Eagle  Fire  Ins.  Co., 
ern,    etc.    R.    Co.,    13   Allen,    400;       7  Paige,  198. 

Chaffee  V.  Rutland  R.  Co.   (1883),  ss  Smith    v.    Prattville    Manuf. 

55  Vt.  110;   Kames  v.  Rochester,  Co.,  29  Ala.  503;  Ryan  v.  Leaven- 

etc.     R.     Co.,     4    Abb.    Pr.     417;  worth,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  21  Kan.  365. 

Thompson    v.    Erie    R.     Co.,    45  In   Karnes   v.   Rochester,   etc.   R. 

N.    Y.    468;    Chase   v.    Vanderbilt  Co.,  4  Abb.  Pr.    (N.   S.)    107,  the 

(1875),    62    N.    Y.    307;    Scott   v.  defendant's  debt  was  funded  and 

Eagle  Ifire  Ins.  Co.,  7  Paige  Ch.  not  payable  for  many  years.    The 

198;    Ely  v.   Sprague,   Clarke  Ch.  plaintiff  sought  to  obtain  an  order 

351;    Howell   v.   Chicago,    etc.    R.  that   a   surplus  equal   to   half   of 

Co.,    51    Barb.    378;     Barnard    v.  the    amount    of    its    indebtedness 

Vermont,  etc.  R.  Co.,  7  Allen,  512;  should  be   distributed   as   a   divi- 

Park  V.  Grant  Locomotive  Works,  dend.    But  the  court  refused,  say- 
VOL.  11—41 
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ever,  one  who  is  not  a  shareholder  in  a  corporation,  has  no  right 
to  a  decree  compelling  the  corporation  to  declare  and  pay  such 
dividends  aSv  may  appear  upon  an  accounting  to  be  proper ;  nor 
will  a  court  of  equity  decree  an  account  of  liens  on  the  shares  of 
a  stockholder  at  the  request  of  a  person  haying  no  lien  on  the 
shares.^* 

§  458.  Actions  to  enforce  pa3mient.  Assumpsit.  Manda- 
mus.— When  dividends  have  been  declared  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit may  be  maintained  to  enforce  payment  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  resolution  declaring  them ;  for  after  they  have  been 
declared,  the  shareholder's  right  thereto  becomes  absolute.'"  In 
some  cases,  however,  it  is  necessary  to  proceed  by  bill  in  equity.'" 
As  when  a  dividend  has  been  declared,  but  the  time  of  payment 
has  not  been  fixed  by  the  directors."^  But  mandamus  is  not  a 
proper  remedy  to  compel  a  private  corporation  to  pay  dividends 
which  it  has  declared;  still  less  when  any  other  question  exists 
as  to  the  rights  of  the  person  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  them.'^ 


ing:  The  board  of  directors  in 
their  discretion  might  do  this, 
hut  that  no  court  would  ever  un- 
dertake to  deal  in  such  a  manner 
with  the  funds  of  a  corporation 
which  was  indebted  to  an  amount 
-at  least  double  the  fund  sought  to 
be  distributed. 

34  Berford  v.  New  York  Iron 
Mine  (1889),  56  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
Rep.  236. 

35  Kane  v.  Bloodgood,  7  Johns. 
Ch.  90;  s.  c.  11  Am.  Dec.  417; 
State  V.  Baltimore,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1847),  6  Gill,  363;  City  of  Ohio 
V.  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1856),  6 
Ohio  St.  489;  Jones  v.  Terra 
Haute,  etc.  R.  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  196; 
Westchester,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Jack- 
son, 77  Pa.  St.  321;  Jackson  v. 
Newark  Plankroad  Co.,  31  N.  J. 
277;  Scott  v.  Central  R.,  etc.  Co. 
of  Georgia,  52  Barb.  45;  Carpenter 
v.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
277;  King  v.  Paterson,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1860),  29  N.  J.  L.  504;  Festial  v. 
King's  College,  10  Beav.  491; 
Davis  V.  Bank  of  England,  2 
Bing.  393;  Coles  v.  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, 10  Ad.  &  B.  437;  Keppel  v. 
Petersburg,  etc.  R.  Co.,  Chase's 
Dec.   167;    Le  Roy   v.   Globe   Ins. 


Co.,  2  Edw.  Ch.  657;  Dal  ton  v. 
Midland  Counties  Ry.  Co.,  13  C.  B. 
474;  Coey  v.  Belfast,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
I.  R.  2  C.  L.  112;  Pawcett  v. 
Laurie,  1  Drew.  &  S.  192.  The  ac- 
tion should  as  a  general  rule  be 
instituted  against  the  corporation 
itself  and  not  against  its  officers. 
Smith  v.  Poor,  40  Me.  415;  s.  c. 
3  Ware,  148;  s.  c.  63  Am.  Dec. 
672.  Where  a  lease  of  corporate 
property  provides  that,  the  rent 
shall  be  paid  as  dividends  directly 
to  the  stockholders,  the  corpora- 
tion, fully  representing  their  in- 
terests, is  the  proper  party  to  en- 
force a  claim  for  unpaid  divi- 
dends. Pacific  R.  Co.  V.  Atlantic, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  20  Fed.  Rep.  277.  No 
shareholder  can  sue  in  behalf,  of 
the  other  stockholders.  Carlisle  v. 
Southeastern  Ry.  Co.,  13  Beav. 
295. 

3s  Beers  v.  Bridgeport  Spring 
Co.  (1875),  42  Conn.  17;  Le  Roy 
V.  Globe  Ins.  Co.,  2  Edw.  Ch.  657. 

S7  Scott  V.  Eagle  Fire  Ins.  Co., 
7  Paige,  203;  Pratt  v.  Pratt,  etc. 
Co.,  33  Conn.  446. 

38  People  V.  Central,  etc.  Co. 
(1879),  41  Mich.  166. 
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Jt  is  generally  held  that,  in  order  to  maintain  an  action  therefor, 
it  is  essential  to  show  that  a  demand  for  the  dividend  was  actually 
made.'"  A  letter  of  inquiry,  addressed  to  the  president  of  the 
company,  inquiring  generally  about  dividends  for  a  number  of 
years  back,  is  not  a  sufficient  demand.^"  The  company  may  set 
off  unpaid  calls  against  dividends.*^  But  unless  it  has  a  lien  upon 
the  stock,  it  may  not  plead  a  counterclaim.*^  Where  plaintiff, 
the  only  resident  stockholder,  was  prima  facie  entitled  to  five  per 
cent,  of  the  dividends  of  the  corporation,  he  was  held  to  be  prop- 
erly entitled  to  temporary  injunction  against  the  payment  of  more 
than  ninety-five  per  cent,  of  the  dividends  to  the  other  stock- 
holders, and  to  have  the  remaining  five  per  cent,  held  on  deposit, 
with  a  trust  company,  pending  the  determination  of  the  suit.*^^ 
§  459.  Enjoining  pajmient  of  illegaL  dividend. — At  the  in- 
stance of  any  stockholder,  a  court  of  equity  will  enjoin  the  dis- 
tribution in  dividend  of  any  part  of  the  capital  stock,  but  if  neither 
creditors  nor  stockholders  will  be  injured  in  the  dividend,  the 
court  will  not  interfere.*'  The  payment  of  a  dividend  already  de- 
clared may  be  enjoined  when  it  appears  that  there  have  been  no 
profits  earned  out  of  which  it  could  be  legally  declared;  that  is, 
when  it  would  have  to  be  paid  out  of  a  fund  other  than  net 
profits,**  or  out  of  funds  necessary  to  make  needed,  repairs,*"  or 


39  Scott   v.    Central-  R.    Co.,    52  Ins.  Co.  v.   Scott,  45  Ala.  185;    8 

Barb.     45;     State     V.     Baltimore  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  123. 

(1847),     6     Gill,     363;     Bank    of  42  March  v.  Eastern  R.   Co.,   43 

'  Louisville  V.  Gray   (1887),  84  Ky.  N.  H.  515;  s.  c.  77  Am.  Dec.  732; 

565;  Keppel  v.  Petersburg  R.  Co.,  Att'y-Gen.  v.   State  Bank,   1  Dev. 

Chase's    Dec.    167,    213;    King   v.  &  B.  Ch.  545;  Hagar  v.  Union  Nat. 

Paterson,   etc.   R.   Co.    (1860),   29  Bank,  63  Me.  509. 

N.   J.   504;    Hagar  v.   Union  Nat..        *2a  Dupignac   v.    Bernstrom,    83 

Bank,   63   Me.   509.     But   in   New  N.  Y.  Supp.  350  (1903). 

York  it  has  been  hold  that  the  In-  *3  Chaffee  v.  Rutland  (1882),  55 

stitution  of  suit  is  in  itself  a  suffi-  Vt.  110. 

cient  demand  for  the  payment  of  a  McDoiigall  v.  Jersey,  etc.  Co. 

dividends   due.     Robinson  v.  Na-  2   Hem.   &  M.    528;    Carpenter   v. 

tional  Bank,  95  N.  Y.  637.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  5  Abb.  Pr. 

^0  Scott  V.  Central  R.,  etc.  Co.,  277 ;  Underwood  v.  New  York,  etc. 

52  Barb.  45.  R.  Co.,  17  How.  Pr.  537;  Karnes  v. 

41  King  v.  Paterson,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  Rochester,  etc.  R.  Co.,  4  Abb.  Pr. 

_  (1860),  29  N.  J.  504;  Bates  V.  New  ,(N.     S.)     107;     Dent    v.    London 

York  Ins.  Co.,  3  Johns.  Ch.  238;  Tramway    Co.,    16    Ch.    Div.    344; 

Sargent   v.    Franklin   Ins.   Co.,    8  Carlisle  v.  Southwestern  Ry.  Co., 

Pick.    90;    Hagar    v.    Union    Nat.  13  Beav.  295;  Fawcett  v.  Laurie,  1 

Bank,   63  Me.   509;    Citizens,'  etc.  Drew.  &  Sim.  192.     Cf.  Stevens  v. 

45  Dent  V.  London  Tramway  Co.  (1880),  16  Ch.  Div.  344. 
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where  there  has  been  an  overissue  of  stock,  until  it  can  be  de- 
termined which  are  the  spurious  certificates.**  But  a  dividend 
can  not  be  restrained  on  the  ground  that  there  is  not  cash  on 
hand  to  pay  it  in  full,*''  nor  because  the  account  upon  which  it 
was  based  contained  some  immaterial  errors  in  calculation;*'  nor 
upon  the  ground  that  the  directors  have  acted  in  violation  of  their 
duties  to  the  public  ;*°  nor,  in  case  of  foreign  corporations,  except 
in  cases  of  fraud  injuriously  affecting  citizens  of  the  State.'" 

§  460.  (a)  Injunction  at  the  instance  of  dissenting  share- 
holder.— A,  bill  by  a  single  shareholder  to  enjoin  the  declaration 
of  future  dividends,  which  is  simply  to  prevent  a  violation  of  law, 
may  be  granted  on  his  behalf,  and  that  of  all  other  shareholders, 
this  being  a  duty  common  to  all,  and  a  probable  benefit  to  all.'^ 
But  a  petition,  by  a  single  shareholder,  to  restrain  a  dividend  al- 
ready declared,  will  be  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  declaration 
of  the  dividend  gives  the  shareholders  a  legal  right  to  the  pay- 
ment thereof,  which  the  court  can  not  interfere  with  in  their-  ab- 
sence."^ 

§  461.  (b)  Injunction  at  the  instance  of  creditors. — The  pay- 
ment of  a  dividend  may  be  restrained  by  the  creditors  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation,^'  but  not  when  the  insolvency  was  caused  by 
a  great  fire  after  the  dividend  was  declared  and  the  money  to 
pay  it  appropriated.^*  Nor  can  they  maintain  a  bill  to  restrain  it 
from  declaring  dividends,  in  order  to  keep  the  assets  in  a  proper 
state  of  security  for  the  payment  of  their  debt."" 

South  Devon  Ry.  Co.,  9  Hare,  313;  Fawcett  v.  Laurie  (1860),  1  Drew. 

Mills  V.  Northern  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  &  S.  192. 

Ch.  621.    But  see  Ward  V.  Sitting-  52Pawcett  v.   Laurie    (1860),   1 

bourne,  etc.  R.   Co.,  L,  R.   9   Ch.  Drew.  &  S.  192;  Carlisle  v.  Soiith- 

488.      Of.    "Stock    Dividends    and  eastern  Ry.   Co.    (1850),  1  Macn. 

their    Restraint,"    by   M.    Dwight  &  G.  689.     Gf.  Davis  v.  Bank  of 

Collier    (1884),  7  Am.  Bar  Assn.  England,  1  Macn.  &  G.  481;   Coles 

Rep.  256.  v.  Bank  of  England,  Douglas,  407; 

*e  Underwood  v.  New  York,  etc.  City  of  Ohio  v.  Cleveland,  etc.  R. 

R.  Co.,  17  How.  Pr.  537.  Co.,  6  Ohio  St.  489;   Carpenter  v. 

47  Stringer's  Case,  L.  R.   4   Ch.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  5  Abb.  Pr. 

475.  277;  King  v.  Paterson,  etc.  R.  Co., 

*8Yool    V.    Great   Western    Ry.  29  N.  J.  82,  504. 
Co.,  20  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  74.  ss  Karnes  v.  Rochester,   etc.   R. 

49  Brown  v.  Monmouthshire  Ry.',  Co.,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  107. 
etc.   Co.,  13  Beav.  32;    Stevens  v.  b4  Lamar  v.  American  Fire  Ins. 

South  Devon  Ry.  Co.,  9  Hare,  313.  Co.,  6  Paige,  482. 

so  Howell  v.  Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co.,  bs  Mills  v.  Northern  Ry.,  etc.  Co. 

51  Barb.  378.  (1870),  L.  R.  5  Ch.  621.    Nor  will 

61  Carlisle  v.  South  Eastern  Ry.  a  dividend  be  enjoined  at  the  suit 

Co.    (1850),    1   Macn.    &   G.    689;  of  another  company  claiming  the 
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§  462.  Recovery  of  dividends  illegally  paid.-*Before  a  cor- 
porate creditor  can  proceed  agaiiist  stockholders  to  recover  back 
an  unlawful  dividend,  paid  them  out  of  the  capital  stock,  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  rights  of  such  creditor,  he  must  obtain  judgment 
against  the  corporation,  and  return  of  execution  in  whole,  or  in 
part,  unsatisfied.'^®  Where  dividends  have  been  declared  by  the 
directors  and  received  by  the  shareholders,  they  may,  never- 
theless, be  reclaimed  by  the  directors  themselves,  if  they 
have  been  illegally  declared  under  a  misapprehension  of  the  ■ 
right  to  declare  them."^  And  since  dividends,  declared  at  a 
time  when  the  corporaticai  was  insolvent,  or  in  contemplation 
of  insolvency,  are  in  the  nature  of  a  fraud  upon  creditors, 
a  creditors'  bill  will  lie  to  reach,  and  subject  them  to  ex- 
ecution,°'^  although  the  shareholders  had  received  them  innocently, 
having  no  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  capital  stock  was 
impaired. ^°  But  equity  will  not  require  stockholders  to  surrender, 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  of  an  insolvent  corporation,  dividends 
declared  and  distributed  at  a  time  when  the  corporation  was 
solvent.®" 

§  463.  Interest,  and  the  statute  of  limitations  run  from  de- 
mand and  refusal. — In  New  York,  interest  being  in  the  nature 
of  damages  for  default  of  payment,  is  not  dependent  upon  de- 
right  of  distress  for  non-payment  N.  J.  Eq.  364;  Pacific  R.  Co.  v. 
of  toll  charges.  South  Yorkshire  Cutting,  Jr.,  2T  Fed.  Rep.  638; 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.,  Paschal!  v.  Whitsett,  11  Ala.  472. 
9  Ex.  55.  But  see  Spear  v.  Grant,  16  Mass. 

66  Brewer  v.  Michigan  Salt  9,  15;  Vose  v.  Grant,  15  Mass.  505. 
Assn.   (1885),  58  Mich.  351.  69 Main  v.  Mills,  6  Biss.  98,  and 

er  Lexington,  etc.  Co.  v.  Page,  17  note;  Hastings  v.  Drew  (1879),  76 
B.  Men.  412;  s.  c.  66  Am.  Dec.  165.      N.    Y.    9;     Osgood    v.    Laytln,    3 

58  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Smith  Keyes,  521;  Sagory  v.  Dubois,  3 
(1881),  6  Fed.  Rep.  215;  Wood  v.  Sand.  Ch.  466;  Lexington  Life, 
Dummer,  3  Mason,  308;  Railroad  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Page,  17  B.  Mon. 
Co.  V.  Howard,  7  Wall.  392;  Cur-  412;  s.  c.  66  Am.  Dec.  165;  Gratz 
ran  v.  State,  15  How.  304;  Bartlet  v.  Redd,  4  B.  Mon.  178;  Bank  of 
V.  Drew,  57  N.  Y.  587;  Johnston  v.  St.  Marys  v.  St.  John,  25  Ala.  566; 
Laflin,  5  Dill.  65,  note;  Hastings  Clapp  v.  Peterson,  104  111.  26;  Na- 
V.  Drew  (1879),  76  N.  Y.  9;,  Os-  tional  Trust  Co.  v.  Miller,  33  N.  J. 
good  V.  Laytln,  48  Barb.  463;  s.  c.  Eq.  155.  Cf.  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  17 
5  Keyes,  521;  McLean  v.  Eastman,  Wall.  610;  Railroad  Co.  v.  How- 
21  Hun,  312;  Bank  of  St.  Marys  ard,  7  Wall.  392;  Curran  v.  State, 
V.  St.  John,  25  Ala.  566;  Gratz  v.  15  How.  304;  Wood  v.  Dummer,  3 
Redd,   4  B.  Mon.   178;    Heman  v.      Mason,  308. 

Britton      (1886),     88     Mo.     549;  co  Reid  v.  Eatonton  Co.,  40  Ga. 

Bartholomew  v.  Bentley,  15  Ohio,  98;  Main  v.  Mills,  6  Biss.  98;  In  re 
659;  Ranee's  Case,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Mercantile,  etc.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Ch. 
104.     Cf.   Williams   v.   Boice,   38      475. 
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mand."  But  elsewhere,  interest  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
do  not  begin  to  run  until  demand  and  refusal."^  In  a  recent  case 
in  Louisiana  it  has  been  held  that  dividends  being  payable  on  de- 
mand, until  demand  and  refusal,  prescription  does  not  begin  to 
run  against  the  person  entitled ;  and  that,  accordingly,  where  the 
stock  of  an  expiring  corporation  is  merged  into  the  stock  of  a 
new  one  organized  as  its  successor,  acquiring  its  franchises,  and 
assuming  its  obligations,  a  provision  inserted  in  the  •charter  of  the 
new  company  forfeiting  dividends  not  claimed  within  three  years 
from  the  time  when  declared,  is  not  binding  upon  the  old  stock- 
holders, except  from  the  time  when,  expressly  or  by  implication, 
they  consent  thereto  by  assuming  the  quality  of  stockholders  in 
the  new  company.  An  old  stockholder,  who  has  been  ignorant  of 
his  rights  and'  of  the  transfer,  and  who  claims  his  dividends  as 
soon  as  informed  if  their  existence,  can  not  be  affected  by  the 
provision,  except  in  futuro.^^ 

§  464.  Preferred  dividends. — ^The  holders  of  preferred  or 
guaranteed  stock  are  entitled  to  a  preferred  dividend,  payable  in 
priority  to  dividends  on  the  common  stock.  Preferred  dividends 
are  fully  treated  in  the  next  following  chapter  upon  preferred  or 
guaranteed  stock.** 

§  465.  Life  estate  and  remainders  in  shares  of  stock. — 
Where  shares  of  stock  held  by  an  estate  are  given  in  trust 
to  be  paid  to  one  for  life,  or  a  term  of  years,  with  remainder  over 
to  the  remainderman  or  reversioner,  the  question  is,  what  divi- 
dends constitute  such  income  and  profits  which  go  to  the  benefi- 
ciary, the  life  tenant,  and  what  dividends  inure  as  addition  to  the 
principal  or  corpus,  or  capital  which  belongs  to  the  estate  of  the 
remainderman?  In  laying  down  rules  for  the  settlement  of  the 
contest  between  the  life  tenant  and  the  remainderman,  courts 
widely  differ,  and  upon  somp  points  are  directly  in  conflict. 

§  466.  (a)  The  different  rules. — The  different  rules  which 
are  followed,  are  classed  as,  (i)  the  American  or  Pennsylvania 
rule,  (2)  the  Massachusetts  rule,  and  (3)  the  English  rule. 

01  Adams  v.  Fort  Plain  Bank,  36  R.  Co.  v.  Hickman,  28  Pa.  St.  318; 

N.    Y.    255;     Boardman    v.    Lake  Keppel     v.     Petersburg     R.     Co., 

Shore,  etc.  R.  Co.,   34  N.  Y.  157,  Chase's    Dec.    167,    213;    State   v. 

188;    Prouty   v.   Michigan    South-  Baltimore,   etc.   R.   Co.    (1847),   6 

ern  R.  Co.,  1  Hun,  655,  667.  Gill,  363. 

62  Philadelphia,    etc.    R.    Co.    v.  es  Armant  v.  New  Orleans  &  C. 

Cowell,   28   Pa.   St.   329;    s.   c.   70  R.  Co.   (La.  1890),  7  So.  Rep.  35. 

Am.   Dec.   128;    Philadelphia,   etc.  o*  See  post,  §  468. 
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The  American,  rule  is  adopted  by  most  of  the  states  of  the 
Union,  and  looks  to  the  time  when  the  dividend  was  earned,  and 
to  the  method  of  its  accumulation,  and  holds  that  the  dividend 
belongs  to  the  remainderman  if  it  accrued  before- creation  of  the 
life  estate.  But  if  the  fund  producing  the  dividend  was  earned 
or  accrued  after  creation  of  the  life  estate,  the  dividend  is  income 
or  profits,  and  belongs  to  the  life  tenant.''  "No  matter  whether 
the  dividend  be  in  cash,  or  scrip,  or  stock."°°  "Where  a  corpora- 
tion, having  actually  made  profits,  proceeds  to  distribute  such 
profits  among  the  stockholders,  the  tenant  for  life  would  be  en- 
titled to  receive  them,  and  this  without  regard  to  the  form  of  the 
transaction.  Equity,  which  disregards  form  and  grasps  the  sub- 
stance, would  award  the  thing  distributed,  whether  stock  or 
moneys,  to  whomsoever  was  entited  to  the  profits."'^  Dividends 
declared  out  of  capital,  or  funds  representing  capital,  as  in  the 
proceeds  of  property  or  franchises,  are  not  income  or  profits,  and 
do  not  go  to  the  life  tenant.'*  It  is  now  uniformly  held,  both 
in  England  and  this  country,  that  ordinary  cash  dividends,  de- 
clared from  the  profits  or  earnings  of  the  corporation,  do  not  go 
to  the  corpus  of  the  trust  in  which  shares  are  held,  but  belong 
to  the  cestui  que  trust  as  income.''  In  the  case  of  accumulated 
surplus  the  American  rule  is  that  when  at  last  the  distribution  is 
made,  what  was  earned  in  his  time  should  go  to  the  tenant  for 
life,  and  what  was  accumulated  before  the  commencement  of  the 
life   interest,   should   go  to  the  principal   fund.^°     This   rule  is 

05  Earp's  Appeal   (1857),  28  Pa.  clay  v.   Wainwriglit,   14  Ves.   66 

St.   368;    Vinton's  Appeal    (1882),  Norris  v.  Harrison,  2  Madd.  268 

99  Pa.  St.  434.  Preston  v.  Melville,  16  Sim.  163 

«<!  Per  Judge  Clark,  in  Estate  of  Clive  v.  Clive,  Kay,  600;   Murray 

Smith,  140  Pa.  St.  344,  23  Am.  St.  v.  Glasse,  17  Jur.  816;    Beach  on 

Rep.  237.  Wills,  §  211. 

67  Moss'  Appeal,  83  Pa.  St.  264,  to  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  75 

24  Am.  St.  Rep.  164.  Me.  575;    s.   c.  4  Am.  Prob.  Rep. 

OS  Vinton's    Appeal,    99    Pa.    St.  352;    Vinton's   Appeal,   99  Pa.   St. 

i?A,  44  Am.  Rep.  116;    GifEord  v.  434;    s.  c.  3  Am.  Proh.  Rep.  231; 

Thompson,   115   Mass.   478;    In  re  Biddle's   Appeal,   99   Pa.   St.   278; 

James,  78  Hun,  121,  146  N.  Y.  78.  s.  c.  3  Am.  Prob.  Rep.  442;  Clark- 

00  Price    v.    Anderson,    15    Sim.  son    v.    Clarkson,    18    Barb.    646; 

473;   Johnson  v.  Johnson,  15  Jur.  Van  Doven  v.  Olden,  19  N.  J.  Eq. 

714 ;  Bates  v.  Mackinley,  31  Beav.  176 ;  Ashurst  v.  Field,  26  N.  J.  Eq. 

280;  Wright  V.  Tucket,  1  Johns.  &  1;    Earp's  Appeal    (1857),   28   Pa. 

Hem.  266;    Cogswell  v.  Cogswell,  St.  368;   Moss'  Appeal,  83  Pa.  St. 

2    Edw.   Ch.    231;    Read   v.    Head  264;  Lord  v.  Brooks,  52  N.  H.  72; 

(1863),  6  Allen,  174;  Ware  v.  Mc-  Wiltbank's  Appeal,  64  Pa.  St.  256; 

Candlish,  11  Leigh,   595;   Cuming  Roberts'   Appeal,   92  Pa.   St.   407; 

V.  Boswell,  2 -Jur.  N.  S.  1005;  Bar-  Thompson's  Appeal,  89  Pa.  St.  36; 
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illustrated  by  a  case  where  a  testator  left  the  income  of  stock 
which  at  his  death,  by  reason  of  an  accumulated  surplus,  had  in- 
creased in  value  a  certain  amount  per  share,  and  the  surplus,  some 
time  afterward,  was  converted  into  new  stock,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  amount  of  the  increased  value  of  the  old  shares  at  the 
testator's  death,  subtracted  from  the  value  of  the  new  stock  after 
issue,  left  a  sum  which  represented  profits  since  the  death  of  the 
testator  and  belonged  to  the  tenant  for  life.'^  And  in  a  late  case 
it  was  decided  that  one  who  was  entitled  to  the  "net  annual  in- 
come" of  corporation  stock,  could  rightfully  claim  all  dividends 
and  bonuses  distributed  among  the  stockholders,  which  were  de- 
vided  from,  and  represented,  the  surplus  earnings  of  the  corpora- 
tion, but  could  not  so  claim  any  portion  of  the  capital  stock  ai 
the  corporation  which  had  been  purchased  by  the  corporation  on 
credit  of  its  bonds,  and  distributed  among  the  stockholders,  al- 
though such  stock,  when  distributed,  was  charged  to  the  profit  and 
loss  account  of  the  corporation.'^^ 

The  Massachusetts  rule,  otherwise  known  as  "the  rule  in  Mi- 
not's  case,"  which  is  that  adopted  also  in  Rhode  Island,  and  in 
Georgia,  and  several  other  States,  and  by  the  United  States,  is 
the  simple  rule  that  cash  dividends,  however  large,  are  income 
belonging  to  the  life  tenant,  and  Jihat  stock  dividends,  however 
made,  are  capital,  and  belong  to  the  remainderman,'''  and  this 
seems  to  be  the  rule  in  England :  "When  a  testator  or  'settlor' 
directs,  or  permits  the  subject  of  his  disposition  to  remain  as 
shares  or  stocks  in  a  company,  which  has  the  power  either  of  dis- 
tributing its  profits  as  dividends,  or  of  converting  them  into  cap- 
ital, and  the  company  validly  exercises  this  power,  such  exercise 
of  its  power  is  binding  on  all  persons  interested  under  the  testator, 
or  settlor  in  the  shares,  and  consequently  what  is  paid  by  the  com- 
pany as  dividend,  goes  to  the  tenant  for  life,  and  what  is  paid  by 
the  company  to  the  shareholder  as  capital,  or  appropriated  as  an 
increase  of  the  capital  stock  in  the  concern,  inures  to  the  benefit 

In     re     Thompson's     Estate,     11  vision  of  the  shares  between   p,n 

Week.  N.  Cas.   (Pa.)   482;  Hite  v.  owner   of   a   life   Interest    In    the 

Hlte    (Ky.   1887),    2   Ry.   &  Corp.  original  stock  and  the  remalnder- 

L.   J.   568;    Wheeler  v.   Perry,   18  man,  was  to  give  the  stock  divi- 

N.  H.  307.  dend  to  the  latter,  hut  the  Income 

'1  Barp's  Appeal   (1857),  28  Pa.  on  the  stock  distributed  as  a  dlvi- 

St.  368.  dend  to  the  life  tenant. 

"Gllkey    v.    Paine    (1888),    80  73  Mi  not    v.    Paine     (1868),    99 

Me.  319.     It  was  said  in  this  case  Mass.  101;  New  England  Trust  Co. 

that  the  equitable  and  proper  di-  v.  Eaton  (1886),  140  Mass.  532. 
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of  all  who  are  interested  in  the  capital."'*  The  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  hdds  that,  the  life  tenant  of  stock  does  not 
take  a  stock  dividend  declared  during  that  tenancy."  Under  the 
Massachusetts  rule,  in  decidingf  whether  the  distribution  is  a 
stock  or  cash  dividend,  the  actual  and  substantial  character  of  the 
transaction  must  be  considered,  and  not  its  nominal  character 
merely.'*  Accordingly,  a  dividend,  representing  profits,  is  to  be 
regarded  as  income,  though  permanent  improvements  to  an  equal 
amount  had  previously  been  made,  and  it  is  just  sufficient  to  pay 
for  a  voted  increase  in  the  capital  stock  which  the  stockholders 
are  at  liberty  to  subscribe  for  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  their 
shares ;  and  it  is  not  a  mere  substitute  for  a  stock  dividend  when 
the  stockholder  is  at  liberty  to  sell  his  right  to  subscribe  for  the 
new  stock." 

Under  the  English  rule,  established  in  1799,  the  usual  dividend, 
whether  of  cash,  stock,  or  property,  belongs  to  the  life  tenant,  but 
any  such  dividend,  when  extraordinary,  belongs  to  the  remainder- 
man.'' Under  later  cases,  an  extraordinary  cash  dividend  belongs 
to  the  life  tenant.'" 

Intention  of  the  Testator  or  Donor. — Under  all  rules,  whether 
certain  dividends  go  to  the  life  tenant,  depends  upon  the  intention 
of  the  testator  or  donor.^°     In  England  the  distinction  is  between 

7*  Bouch    v.    Sproule,    12    App.  how  It  would  deal  with  its  gains. 

Cas.  ,385.  When  it  did  choose,  it  elected  to 

75  Gibbons  v.  Mahon  (1890),  distribute  them.  If  the  plaintiff 
136  U.  S.  549.  trustees  had  seen  fit  to  keep  the 

76  Daland  v.  Williams,  101  Mass.  money  and  to  sell  their  rights, 
571;  Rand  v.  Habbell,  115  Mass.  they  could  have  done  so,  and 
461;  Gifford  v.  Thompson,  115  neither  the  corporation  nor  the 
Mass.  4781  cestuis    qui    trnstent    could    have 

TT  Davis     V.      Jackson      (Mass.  complained.     Of   course  the  trus- 

1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  246.   In  tees  could  not  affect  the  respeot- 

this  case  it  was  said  of  a  stock  ive   rights   of  the   defendants   by 

dividend:    "But   where   the    fo'rm  their  determination.     If  they  had 

of    its    transaction    has    not    that  kept  the  dividend  it  would  have 

effect,    there    is    no    reason    why  been  a  bold  claim  on  the  part  of 

courts  should  be  astute  to  bring  the    remainder-men    that    it    was 

it  about.   The  remainder-men  rely  theirs  because  the  corporation  was 

upon  the  fact  that  before  the  divi-  In  debt  for  additions  to  capital." 

dend    was    declared    debts    to    an  's  Witts   v.   Steere,    13   Ves.   Jr. 

equal  amount  had  been  incurred  363;    Bates   v.   Mackinley    (1807), 

for  permanent  improvements.   But  31  Beav.  280. 

the  mere  incurring  of  a  debt  for  79  Ellis  v,   Barfield,   64   Law  T. 

capital  did  not,  of  itself,  amount  (N.  S.)    625;    Sugden  v.  Alsbury, 

to  an  appropriation  to  capital  of  45  Gh.  Div.  237. 

all  the  income  on  hand.    The  cor-  sojm  re  James,  146  N.  Y.  78,  48 

poration  was  still  free  to  choose  Am.  St.  Rep.  774. 
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a  regular  dividend,  which  is  held  without  controvetsy  to  he  in- 
come, even  when  it  is  increased  beyond  the  usual  amount,*^  and 
the  extra  dividends,  whether  in  stock  or  in  cash,  which  are  by 
the  great  preponderance  of  English  authority  still  held  to  be  ac- 
cretions to  the  capital  of  the  trust  fund.'^  Thus,  an  extra  divr 
idend  of  five  per  cent,  issued,  instead  of  increasing  the  regular 
dividend,  although  earned  in  the  same  way  and  in  the  same 
period  as  the  regular  dividend,  is  given  to  the  remainderman.'' 
But  bonuses,  when  made  from  profits,  have  been  given  to  the 
life  tenant,**  especially  where  declared  from  profits  of  the  last  half 
year,*^  as  a  bonus  of  one  per  cent,  on  Bank  of  England  stock 
made  in  addition  to  the  regular  dividend,*"  and  where  a  semi-an- 
nual dividend  was  simply  two  per  cent,  larger  than  usual.*''  The 
English  and  Massachusetts  decisions  agree  that  the  character  of 
the  distribution,  whether  regular  or  extra  or  stock  or  cash,  must  be 
determined  by  a  reference  to  the  vote  of  the  corporation  or  its 
directors.  The  court  will  not  go  behind  this  vote  and  investigate 
the  sources  from  which  the  corporation  obtained  the  money  or 
stock  which  it  distributes,  for  it  is  held  that  neither  courts  nor 
trustees  can  investigate  such  matters  with  accuracy;  and  in  many 
cases  no  investigation  can  be  made.** 

§  467.  (b)  Apportionment  of  dividends.  Life  tenant. — ^When 
a  life  tenant  dies  before  the  dividend  is  declared,  the  rule  is  that 
it  is  not  apportionable,  but  belongs  entirely  to  the  corpus  of  the 
trust  fund.*"  If  he  dies  after  declaration  of  the  dividend,  but  be- 
iore  it  becomes  due,  it  all  goes  to  his  estate.'"  In  these  cases, 
the  dividend  in  England  is  apportioned  between  the  estate  of  the 
life  tenant  and  the  corpus,  and  in  the  United  States  the  tendency 
is  to  so  hold.°^ 

81  Barclay    v.    Wainewriglit,    14  85  Plumbe  v.  Neild,  6  Jur.  N.  S. 

Ves.  66;   Witts  v.  Steere,  13  Ves.  529. 

363.                                          ^  86  Preston  v.   Melville,   16   Sim. 

1  82  Brander   v.    Brander,    4    Ves.  163. 

SOO;    Irving  v.  Houston,   4  Paton  87  Barclay    v.    Wainewriglit,    14 

H.  of  L.  Cas.  521;  Paris  v.  Paris,  Ves.  66. 

10  Ves.  185;   Clayton  v.  Gresham,  ssMinot  v.  Paine,  99  Mass.  101; 

10  Ves.   288;   Witts   v.   Steere,  13  Irving  v.  Houston,  4  Paton  H.  of 

Ves.  363;   Hooper  v.  Rossiter,  Mc-  L.  Cas.  521.  531. 

Clellan,    527;    Price   v.   Anderson,  S9  Brundage  v.  Brundage  (1875), 

15  Sim.  473;  In  re  Barton's  Trust,  60  N.  Y.  544. 

L.  R.  5  Eq.  238.  so  Paton  v.  Slieppard  (1839),  10 

83  Witts  V.  Steere,  13  Ves.  363.  Sim.  186. 

84 Murray  v.  Glasse,  17  Jur.  816.  91  Thomas   v.   Gregg    (1894),   78 

Md.  545,  23  L.  R.  A.  294. 
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B. 

NEW    STOCK. 

§  467a.  Rights  and  remedies  of  existing  stockholders. — 
Where  a  stockholder,  to  obtain  money  for  the  corporation,  pledges 
his  stock,  which  is  lost  by  failure  of  the  corporation  to  pay,  the 
stockholder  can  not  sustain  his^claim  for  issue  of  new  stock  to 
him,  in  lieu  of  that  -lost,  but  stands  merely  as  a  corporate  creditor. 
Every  stockholder,  who  is  such  at  the  time  of  the  issue  of  new 
stock,  has  the  preferred  right  to  subscribe  thereto,  each  in  propor- 
tion to  his  holding  of  shares  of  the  original  stock.  Of  this  right 
he  cannot  be  denied  by  the  officers,  or  by  a  majority  of  the  stock- 
holders.®^ And  this  rule  applies  as  well  to  stock  dividends.®' 
The  stockholder's  right  to  such  participation  in  the  new  stock, 
passes  to  his  transferee  of  shares  of  the  original  stock,  transferred 
after  the  issue  of  new  stock  has  been  authorized  by  the  corpora- 
tion.®* Where  the  preferred  stock  was  issued  by  resolution  of 
the  stockholders,  conditioned  that  the  corporation,  at  its  election, 
might  retire  it,  each  preferred  stockholder,  having  acquired  his 
stock  subject  to  an  express  contract,  denying  him  the  right  to 
share  in  new  stock  issued  for  its  retirement,  thereupon  became 
a  stranger  to  the  corporation.®" 

§  467b.  Stockholder's  right  to  subscribe  to  new  stock. — A 
stockholder  of  the  old  stock,  at  the  time  of  the  vote  to  augment 
the  capital  of  a  company,  has  a  right  in  the  new  stock,  in  propor- 
tion to  the  amount  of  his  interest  in  the  old,  of  which  he  can  not 
be  rightfully  deprived  by  the  other  stockholders.'^    This  right 

92  Eidman  v.  Bowman,  58  111.  augument  the  capital  of  the  bank, 
444,  11  Am.  Rep.  90;  Gibbons  v.  all  the  stockholders  Trere  part- 
Mahon,  4  Mackey  D.  C.  136,  136  ners.  The  augmentation  was 
TJ.  S.  549;  Miller  v.  111.  Cent.  R.  supposed  to  be,  and  intended  for 
Co.,  24  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  312.  the  benefit  of  the  joint  concern; 

93  Ohio  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nunne-  the  capacity  to  augment  was  in 
macher,  15  Ind.  294.  virtue  of  their  joint  interest;  and 

94  Jones  V.  Concord,  etc.  R.  Co.,  it  could  only  be  done  by  the  will 
67  N.  H.  119,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  650;  of  the  majority,  and  that  in  pur- 
Baltimore,  etc.  Co.  V.  Hambleton,  suance  of  their  original  associa- 
77  Md.  341.  tion.    The  law  by  which  the  part- 

95  Weiderfield  v.  Northern  Pac.  nership  existed  and  by  which  the 
Ry.  (Minn.  1904),  129  Fed.  305  united  interest  was  regulated, 
(V.  S.,  C.  C.  A.).  was  that  alone  by.  which  the  aug- 

96  Gray  v.  Portland  Bank,  3  mentation  could  be  made.  When- 
Mass.  363  (1807);  s.  c.  3  Am.  ever  a  partnership  adopts  a  pro- 
Dec.  156,  where  Sedgwick,  J.,  ject,  within  the  principles  of  their 
said:   "At  the  time  of  the  vote  to  agreement,    for    the    purpose    of 
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is  now  usually  given  by  statute,  so  that  when  a  company  determ- 
ines to  increase  its  capital  stock,  each  holder  of  the  original  stock 
has  a  right  to  subscribe  for  and  purchase  a  proportionate  amount 


profit,  it  must  be  far  the  benefit 
of  all  the  partners  in  proportion 
to  their  respective  interests  in 
the  concern.  Natural  justice  re- 
quires that  the  majority  should 
not  have  authority  to  exclude  the 
minority.  What  is  there  in  this 
case  which  should  make  It  an  ex- 
ception from  that  general  prin- 
ciple? There  is  nothing,  that  I 
can  perceive,  in  the  nature  of  the 
thing.  Suppose  it  to  have  been 
morally  certain  that  the  augmen- 
tation would  have -been  double  in 
valiie,  to  the  amount  of  the 
money  necessary  to  make  it; 
could  a  combination  of  a  majority 
have  deprived  the  minority  of 
their  proportion?  The  whole 
number  of  shares  was  one  thou- 
sand; could  the  proprietors  of  five 
hundred  and  one  have  engrossed 
the  whole,  and  deprived  their 
partners  of  their  shares?  It  is 
impossible.  At  the  time  of  the 
vote  to  augment  the  capital,  a 
banking  house  had  been  pur- 
chased, and  become  the  property 
of  the  institution.  In  this  the 
plaintiff  was  personally  inter- 
ested, in  proportion  as  his  inter- 
est in  the  bank  was  to  the  amount 
of  the  whole  stock.  After  the 
capital  is  increased,  the  banking 
house  is,  as  it  was.  before,  the 
joint  property  of  the  stockhold- 
ers; and  the  consequence  of  ex- 
cluding him  from  the  new  stock 
without  any  compensation,  is  de- 
priving him  without  any  consid- 
eration of  two-thirds  parts  of  his 
property  in  this  house.  This 
shows,  in  a  very  glaring  light, 
how  Unfounded  is  the  principle 
for  which  the  defendants  con- 
tend." Sewall,  J.,  also  referring 
to  the  partnership  increase  in  the 
stock,  said:  "Considering  an  in- 
corporation   for    a    bank,    as    I 


think  it  may  be  more  correctly 
stated,  to  be  a  trust  created  with 
certain  limitations  and  authori- 
ties. In  which  the  corporation  is 
tr-ustee  for  the  management  of 
the  property,  and  each  stock- 
holder a  cestui  que  trust  accord- 
ing to  his  interest  and  shares, 
then  a  limitation  of  the  capital 
employed  in  the  trust,  that  it 
shall  not  be  less  than  one  sum, 
and  not  exceeding  a  certain 
greater  sum.  Is  not  a  power 
granted  to  the  trustee  to  create 
another  interest  for  the  benefit  of 
other  persons  than  those  con- 
cerned in  the  original  trust,  or 
for  their  benefit  in  any  other  pro- 
portions than  those  determined  by 
their  suteisting  shares.  It  is 
clear  that  a  power  of  that  kind 
might  be  given,  but  not  by  the 
limitation  supposed,  which  plainly 
relates  to  one  and  the  same 
stock.  Whether  the  least  or  the 
greatest,  or  any  intermediate 
sum  be  employed  in  it,  the  trust 
is  the  same,  and  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  same  persons.  A 
share  in  the  stock  or  trust,  when 
only  the  least  sum  has  been  paid 
in,  is  a  share  in  the  power  of  in- 
creasing it,  when  the  trustee  de- 
termines, or  rather  when  the 
cestui  que  trusts  agree  upon  em- 
ploying a  greater  sum,  within  the 
limits  provided  in  the  purposes  of 
the  trust."  Reese  v.  Bank  of 
Montgomery,  31  Pa.  St.  78;  s.  c. 
72  Am.  Dec.  726;  In  re  Wheeler, 
2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  364;  Pratt  v. 
American  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  141 
Mass.  225;  s.  c.  55  Am.  R6p.  65; 
Bank  of  Montgomery  v.  Reese,  26 
Pa.  St.  143;  Eidman  v.  Bowman 
(1871),  58  111,  444;  Jones  v.  Mor- 
risen,  31  Minn.  140;  26  &  27  Vic, 
eh.  118,  §  17.  Contra,  Ohio  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Nunnemacher,  15  Ind.  294. 
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of  the  new  stodc  at  par."  Under  an  act  which  permits  insurance 
corporations  to  increase  their  capital  stock  by  increasing  the 
number  of  shares,  to  be  allotted  pro  rata  to  Ae  stockholders  accor- 
ding to  their  interest,  stockholders  can  not  be  charged  a  bonus, 
and  a  court  of  equity  will  enjoin  the  company  from  refusing  to 
allow  a  stockholder  to  receive  his  allotment  at  par  without  paying 
the  bonus."'  And  generally,  a  stockholder  may  enjoin  the  cor- 
poration from  any  attempt  to  deprive  him  of  this  right.'"  Or  he 
may  sue  the  company  by  a  special  count  in  assumpsit  and  recover 
for  the  loss.^  But  a  clause  in  a  charter,  conferring  upon  the 
directors  the  power  to  increase  the  stock  "on  such  terms  and  con- 
ditions, and  in  such  manner  as  to  them  shall  seem  best,"  is  held 
to  exclude  the  shareholders'  right  to  demand  that  they  be  allowed 
to  subscribe  for  the  new.^  The  proportion  of  new  stock  must  be 
approximated  as  nearly  as  it  may  be  fixed  in  integral  shares.' 
Shareholders,  of  course,  have  no  right  to  demand  a  gratuitous  dis- 
tribution' of  the  new  stock  in  proportion  to  tJie  amount  of  original 
stock  held  by  them.*  Nor  can  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  of 
a  corporation,  without  the  consent  of  the  minority,  dispose  of  new 


97  Cunningham's  Appeal,  108  Pa. 
St.  546.  If  the  original  ordinary 
stock  or  shares  are  at  a  pre- 
mium, at  the  time  of  the  issue  of 
the  new,  the  latter  is  to  be  of- 
fered at  par  to  the  holders  of  the 
former  in  proportion,  as  nearly 
as  conveniently  may  be,  to  the 
number  of  original  shares  held 
by  them  respectively.  26  &  27 
Vic,  ch.  118,  §  17. 

98  Cunningham's  Appeal,  108  Pa. 
St.  546,  Paxson,  J.,  dissenting  as 
to  the  remedy  in  eQUity. 

99  Dousman  v.  Wisconsin,  etc. 
Co.  (1876),  40  Wis.  418,  where  it 
was  held  that  the  injunction 
should  be  upon  the  corporation  it- 
self and  not  upon  its  directors 
personally,  for  they  may  be 
changed  from  time  to  time  and 
thus  the  decree  be  rendered  in- 
effective. 

1  Gray  v.  Portland  Bank,  3 
Mass.  364;  s.  c.  3  Am.  Dec.  156; 
Eidman  v.  Bowman,  58  111.  444; 
Sewall  V.  Eastern  R.  Co.,  9  Cush. 
5.  In  "actions  for  damages  the 
plaintiff  must  prove  demand  and 


tender  of  payment  within  a  rea- 
sonable, or  the  specified,  time. 
Wilson  V.  Bank  of  Montgomery, 
29  Pa.  St.  537.  The  measure  of 
damages  is  the  amount  by  which 
the  market  value  of  the  new 
shares  at  the  time  they  were 
issued  exceeds  the  par  value 
thereof,  with  interest  on  the  ex- 
cess. Gray  v.  Portland  Bank,  3 
Mass.  364;  s.  c.  3  Am.  Dec.  156; 
Reese  v.  Bank  of  Montgomery,  31 
Pa.  St.  78;  s.  c.  72  Am.  Dec.  726;, 
Eidman  v.  Bowman,  58  111.  444. 
Each  shareholder  must  sue  in  his 
own  name  only,  the  liability  of 
the  corporation  in  these  cases 
being  several  and  not  joint.  Dous- 
man V.  Wisconsin,  etc.  Co.,  40 
Wis.  418;  Williams  v.  Savage 
Manuf.  Co.,  3  Md.  Ch.  418. 

2  Ohio  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nunnemacher, 
15  Ind.  294,  296;  s.  c.  10  Ind.  234. 

3  Reese  v.  Bank  of  Montgomery, 
31  Pa.  St.  78;  s.  C..72  Am.  Dec. 
726;  26  &  27  Vic,  ch.  118,  §  17. 

1  Miller  v.  Illinois,  etc.  R.  Co., 
24  Barb.  312.  330. 
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Stock  without  regard  to  its  actual  value.^  The  stockholder  must 
avail  himself  of  the  right  within  the  time  prescribed,  or  if  none 
be  fixed,  within  a  reasonable  time.'  A  stockholder,  who  has  not 
taken  his  proportion  of  new  shares  of  stock  in  a  corporation,  is 
deprived  of  any  right  to  a  premium  obtained  on  a  sale  thereof, 
pursuant  to  a  vote  of  the  stockholders,  unless  the  vote  in  terms  so 
provides.''  The  holders  of  scrip,  convertible  at  a  certain  time  into 
the  stock  of  the  company,  are  not  entitled  to  share  pro  rata  with 
the  stockholders  in  an  increase  of  stock  made  before  the  time  for 
the  conversion  of  the  scrip  certificates  into  stock.'  A  subscriber 
for  original  stock  generally  becomes  a  stockholder  upon  accept- 
ance of  his  subscription,  whether  paid  for  or  not ;  but  not  so  as 
to  new  stock ;  when  new  stock  is  issued  as  increase  of  the  capital 
stock,  after  the  organization,  the  subscriber  will  not  become  a 
stockholder  until  he  has  paid  for  such  new  stock.' 

§  467c.  Liability  of  holders  of  new  stock. — The  recital  in 
certificates  issued  to,  and  received  by,  old  shareholders,  that  the 
shares  were  fully  paid  up  and  free  from  all  claims  and  demands 
on  the  part  of  the  company,  can  not  relieve  them  from  liability  to 
creditors,  even  if  valid  against  the  corporation.^"  In  a  recent  case 
after  an  irregular  increase  was  made  in  the  capital  stock,  a  portion 
of  the  new  shares  was  distributed  among  the  stockholders,  upon 
the  understanding  that  they  were  the  owners  of  the  new  stock 
in  proportion  to  the  amounts  they  respectively  held  of  the  old,  and 
the  certificates  issued  to  them  recited  that  the  stock  was  paid  up. 
The  corporation  then  became  indebted  to  complainants,  who  had 
notice  of  the  increase  of  the  capital  stock,  but  not  of  the  disposi- 

5  Jones  V.  Morrison,  31  Minn,  holder  who  on  account  of  absence 
140.  abroad      or      other      satisfactory 

6  Brown  v.  Florida  Southern  cause,  omitted  to  signify  his  ac- 
Ry.  Co.,  19  Fla.  472;  Hart  v.  St.  ceptance,  to  take  the  stock  after 
Charles  Street  R.  Co.,  30  La.  Ann.  the  expiration  of  that  time.  26  & 
758,  where  it  is  also  held  that  a  27  Vic,  ch.  118,  §  20. 

verbal   notification  by   the   share-  '  Mason    v.    Duval    Mills,     132 

holder  that  he  will  take  the  new  Mass.  76. 

stock  is  sufficient  to  render  the  s  Pratt  v.  American  Bell  Tele- 
company  liable  in  damages  for  phone  Co.,  141  Mass.  225;  s.  c. 
disposing  of  it  to  others;  Terry  55  Am.  Rep.  465;  Miller  v.  Illi- 
V.  Eagle  Lock  Co.,  47  Conn.  141;  nois  Central  R.  Co.,  24  Barb.  312. 
Bewail  V.  Eastern  R.  Co.,  9  Cush.  0  Baltimore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Hamble- 
5.  By  the  statute,  in  England,  if  ton,  77  Md.  341. 
the  offer  be  not  accepted  within  10  Hawley  v.  Upton,  102  U.  S. 
a  month,  it  will  be  deemed  to  have  316;  Stutz  v.  Handley  (1890),  41 
been  declined.  But  the  directors  Fed.  Rep.  332;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
E,re  empowered  to  allow  a  share-  L.  J.  407. 
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tion  mad^  of  it,  and  afterwards  the  corporation  became  insolvent. 
Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  stockholders  were  held  to  be  liable 
to  complainants  for  the  full  amount  of  the  new  stock  so  issued  to 
them,  and  not  paid  for.^^  While  these  stockholders  entered  into 
no  express  undertaking  to  pay  for  these  shares,  but  intended,  and 
expected  to  receive  and  hold  them  as  fully  paid,  in  accordance 
with  the  recital  of  the  certificates  issued  therefor,  still  this  accept- 
ance and  holding  of  the  certificates,  until  the  insolvency  of  the- 
company,  operates  to  impose  upon  them  the  legal  obligation  to 
pay  up  the  shares  in  order  to  discharge  the  demands  of  creditors.'^ 
There  is  no  difference  in  principle  between  making  a  stockholder 
pay  a  larger  per  cent,  on  his  shares  than  he  has  expressly  agreed 
and  undertaken  to  pay,  and  compelling  a  shareholder  to  pay  up 
the  whole  amount  represented  by  certificates  which  he  has  ac- 
cepted, and  holds  under  contract  as  paid-up  shares,  but  which  have 
not,  in  fact,  been  paid.  If  the  unpaid  balance  may  be  reached  and 
subjected  to  the  payment  of  corporate  debts,  in  disregard  of  the 
contract,  why  may  not  the  unpaid  whole  of  outstanding  shares 
be  likewise  reached  and  subjected,  notwithstanding  the  agreement 
that  they  should  be  treated  or  considered  as  fully  paid  P^'' 


iiStutz  V.  Handley  (1890),  41 
Fed.  Rep.  332;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.  J.  407. 

laStutz  V.  Handley  (1890),  41 
Fed.  Rep.  332;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.  J.  407;  Upton  v.  Tribilcoek,  91 
U.  S.  47,  48,  where  the  share- 
holder had  paid  twenty  per  cent, 
of  the  shares,  and  the  certificate, 
issued  to  him  for  the  whole 
amount,  had  stamped  across  its 
face  the  word  "Non-assessable." 
The  court  held  that  "the  accept- 
ance and  holding  of  a  certificate 
of  shares  in  an  incorporation 
makes  the  holder  liable  to  the  re- 
sponsibilities of  a  shareholder." 
The  legal  effect  of  the  certificate 
was  to  make  the  remaining  eighty 
per  cent,  payable  on  demand.  The 
court  said:  "We  see  no  qualifica- 
tion of  this  result  in  the  word 
'non-assessable,'  assuming  it  to  be 
incorporated  into  and  to  form  a 
part  of  the  contract.  It  is  quite 
extravagant  to  allege  that  this 
word  operates  as  a  waiver  of  the 


obligation,  created  by  the  accept- 
ance and  holding  of  a  certificate, 
to  pay  the  amount  due  upon  the 
shares.    A  promise  to  take  shares 
of  stock  imports  a  promise  to  pay 
for    them.      The    same    effect    re- 
sults   from     an     acceptance    and 
holding    of    a    certificate."      The 
rule    thus    laid    down    was    re-af- 
firmed in  the  subsequent  cases  of 
Sanger   v.    Upton,    91    U.    S     64 
Webster  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  67,  71 
Chubb   V.    Upton,    95    U.    S.    666 
Hawley  v.  Upton,  102  U.  S.  316. 

13  Stutz  V.  Handley  (1890),  41 
Fed.  Rep.  332;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.  j;  407.  So  in  Hawley  v.  Upton, 
102  U.  S.  316,  the  shareholder's 
express  written  agreement  with 
the  corporation  was  to  pay  $200 
(or  twenty  per  cent,  of  its  par 
value)  for  ten  shares  of  the  in- 
creased stock.  As  between  him 
and  the  corporation,  this  would 
have  been  held  valid,  but  as 
against  creditors  it  was  held  not 
binding,  and  he  was  required  to 
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§  467d.  Liability  upon  new  shares  issued  as  a  bonus. — This 
liability  for  the  full  amount  represented  by  the  unpai4  stock,  on 
the  insolvency  of  the  corporation,  extends  to  persons  to  whom 


pay  up  the  remaining  eighty  per 
cent.,  the  court  saying  that  "as 
the  company  could  not  sell  its 
stock  at  less  than  par,  what  was 
done  amounted  in  law  to  a  sub- 
scription for  the  stock,  and  noth- 
ing else.  It  is  true  the  stock  he 
took  purported  to  be  non-assess- 
able; but  that,  in  law,  could  only 
mean  that  no  assessment  would 
be  made  beyond  the  percentage  he 
had  specially  bound  himself  to 
pay,  unless  the  legal  liabilities  of 
the  company  required  it."  All  the 
Upton  Cases  dealt  with  increased 
or  new  stock,  and  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  favor  of  the  representa- 
tive of  creditors,  disregarded  the 
special  contracts  made  between 
the  corporation  and  the  share- 
holders, and  compelled  the  latter 
to  pay  in  full  for  their  shares.  To 
the  same  effect,  see  the  well-con- 
sidered case  of  Flinn  v.  Bagley,  7 
Fed.  Repj  785.  In  harmony  with 
the  principle  enforced  in  these 
cases  is  the  decision  of  the  Ken- 
tucky court  of  appeals  in  the  case 
of  Haldeman  v.  Ainslie,  82  Ky. 
395,  in  which  tlie  capital  stock  of 
the  corporation,  organized  under 
the  same  general  law  as  the  Clif- 
ton Coal  Company,  was  fixed  at 
$1,200,000;  audit  was  provided,  by 
section  5,  of  the  articles  of  incor- 
poration, that  each  subscriber, 
upon  executing  his  note  for 
$1,000,  payable  in  bank,  and  pay- 
ing $500  In  cash,  should  become 
entitled  to  paid-up  stock  of  four 
hundred  shares  ($40,000).  The 
private  property  of  stockholders 
was  exempt  from  liability  for  cor- 
porate debts,  and  the  charter  fur- 
ther provided  that  "the  highest 
amount  of  indebtedness  to  which 
the  corporation  is  at  any  time  to 
subject  Itself  shall  be  the  sum  of 
$15,000."  The  managing  officers 
contracted  debts   far  beyond  this 


limit,  and  the  corporation  became 
Insolvent.  The  court  held  that 
creditors  could  compel  the  pay- 
ment of  the  entire  stock  (of 
$1,200,000),  if  necessary  to  satisfy 
their  demands.  The  court  says: 
"The  effect  of  the  limitation  upon 
the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  sub- 
scribers for  their  stock  would  not 
exempt  them  from  liability  to  a 
creditor  who  had  dealt  with  a 
corporation  in  ignorance  of  the 
articles  of  association,  limiting 
the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  to 
be  created  by  the  corporation  or 
those  conducting  It.  .  .  .  The 
public  had  the  right  to  believe 
that  each  subscriber,  taking  four 
hundred  shares  of  stock  at  $100 
per  share,  had  either  paid  up  his 
stock,  or  was  liable  for  the 
amount;  and  when  trusting  the 
corporation  upon  the  faith  of  its 
ability  to  pay,  and  without  any 
knowledge  as  to  the  restrictions 
contained  in  the  contract  between 
the  stockholders,  a  creditor  of  the 
corporation  could  compel  the  pay- 
ment of  the  entire  stock,  if  nec- 
essary to  satisfy  his  demand." 
The  case  of  Christensen  v.  Bno, 
106  N.  Y.  97,  was  especially 
pressed  as  sustaining  defendants' 
position  In  Stutz  v.  Handley,  41 
Fed.  Rep.  332,  where,  however,  the 
court  said:  "That  case  is  cer- 
tainly an  authority  in  favor  of  de- 
fendants, but  it  is  not  in  harmony 
with  the  authorities  above  re- 
ferred to.  The  facts  of  the  case 
were  that  the  Illinois  &  St.  Louis 
Bridge  Company  Issued  to  Eno 
twenty-five  shares  of  its  capital 
stock,  upon  which  forty  per  cent, 
was  not  paid,  but  was  credited  as 
paid  when  the  stock  was  issued. 
The  complainant,  a  judgment 
creditor  of  the  corporation, 
sought  to  compel  Eno  to  pay  up 
the  unpaid  forty  per  cent,  toward 
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a  portion  of  the  new  stock  was  issued  as  an  inducement  to  pur- 
chase bonds  of  the  corporation,  though  they,  too,  received  cer- 
tificates reciting  that  the  stock  was  paid  up,  since  their  acceptance 
and  holding  of  the  stock  is  in  legal  effect,  a  subscription  therefor 
which  imports  a  promise  to  pay."  An  agreement  by  which  per- 
sons, organizing  a  corporation,  are  to  have  bonds  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  an  amount  equal  to  the  stock  subscribed  for,  secured  by 
mortgage  on  the  corporate  property,  is  illegal  and  void,  and  can 
not  be  enforced  against  the  corporation,  even  though  the  rights 
of  no  creditors  of  the  corporation  are  involved.^^     So  far  as  the 


.  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt.  The 
court,  following  the  English  cases 
cited  by  counsel  for  defendant, 
and  without  even  referring  to  the 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  held  that  the 
creditors  could  not  recover,  be- 
cause Bno  had  entered  into  no 
contract  with  the  company  to  pay 
the  unpaid  forty  per  cent.  I  am 
unable  to  reconcile  this  decision 
with  the  principles  announced 
^nd  applied  by  the  Supreme 
Court  In  the  above-cited  Upton 
Cases,  which  are  binding  upon 
and  should  be  followed  by  this 
court."  Stutz  V.  Handley  (1890), 
41  Fed.  Rep.  332. 

14  Stutz  V.  Handley  (1890),  41 
Fed.  Rep.  332;  s.-c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.  J.  407,  where  the  court  said: 
"On  behalf  of  all  the  defendants 
who  accepted  and  held  certificates 
of  the  new  stock,  'distributed'  to 
them  along  with  bonds,  it  is 
urged  that  they  cannot  be  held' 
liable  thereon  to  creditors,  be- 
cause they  were  in  no  sense  sub- 
scribers for  such  stock,  and  en- 
tered into  no  contract  and  as- 
sumed no  obligation  to  pay  there- 
for. It  Is  claimed  for  them  that 
neither  the  company  nor  the  old 
stockholders  could  enforce  such  a 
liability  upon  or  against  them, 
and  that  creditors  can  assert  no 
better  or  superior  rights.  Assum- 
ing that  the  subscription  paper  of 
December  30,  1886,  which  stated 
that  'it  Is  agreed  that  $50,000  of 
the  $200,000  capital  stock  be  dis- 

VoL.  11^4-3 


tributed  pro  rata  among  the  sub- 
scribers to  the  above  bonds,'  con- 
stituted a  contract  between  the 
subscribers  for  the  bonds  and  the 
corporation,  rather  than  an  agree- 
ment between  themselves,  made  ■ 
with  the  consent  and  approval  of 
the  old  stockholders,  are  credit- 
ors, who  dealt  with  the  company 
without  notice  or  knowledge  of 
that  arrangement,  precluded  from 
recovering  of  defendants  who  ac- 
cepted and  held  certificates  of 
stock  thereunder?  The  property 
of  the  company  was  considered 
ample  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  bonds,  and  the  distribution  of 
stock  to  the  subscribers  for  the 
bonds  was,  not  in  fact,  or  by  the 
terms  of  the  subscription  paper, 
in  any  proper  sense  a  sale  of  such 
stock  at  and  for  its  market  value." 
15  Morrow  v.  Iron,  etc.  Co. 
(1889),  87  Tenn.  262;  s.  c.S  Ry. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  206.  It  was  said  by 
the  court  that  "whether  this  basis 
of  organization'  be  construed  to 
be  a  contract  whereby  each  sub- 
scriber to  the  stock  was  to  be 
given  a  bond  as  a  bonus,  or  each 
subscriber  to  the  bonds  was  to  bo 
given  paid-up  stock  as  a  bonus,  or 
as  an  agreement  by  which  each 
contributor  to  the  capital  stock 
was  to  receive  the  obligation  of 
the  company,  secured  by  a  pri- 
mary mortgage,  that  he  should  be 
repaid  the  amount  of  his  sub- 
scription with  interest,  such 
agreement  would  clearly  be  ille- 
gal and  ineffective  as  to  existing 
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rights  of  creditors  are  involved  and  affected,  precisely  the  same 
objection  exists  against  the  subscriber  for  bonds  of  corporations 
taking  increased  stock  as  a  bonus,  that  exists  against  the  taking 
of  original  stock  as  a  bonus,  on  one  and  the  same  consideration.^* 
§  4676.  Power  to  issue  new  stock. — It  is  comparatively  a 
new  question  in  this  country  whether  an  active  corporation,  a 


or  subsequent  creditors  of  the 
corporation,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  payment  for  the  stock  was  un- 
real and  simulated,  or  that  the 
bond  had  been  issued  upon  no 
consideration;"  citing  Sawyer  v. 
Hoag,  17  Wall.  610;  and  Scovill 
V.  Thayer,  105  U.  S.  143.  And 
after  approving  of  the  principle 
of  these  cases,  that  the  unpaid 
.  stock  of  a  corporation  constitutes 
a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  gen- 
eral creditors,  which  can  by  no 
contrivance  or  device  be  released, 
the  court  held  that  the  legal  effect 
of  the  scheme,  by  which  every 
subscriber  was  to  have  bonds,  and 
also  stock  of  the  company,  each  to 
the  amount  of  the  subscription, 
was  to  throw  all  the  risks  and 
hazards  of  the  business  upon  the 
public,  who  should  deal  with  the 
corporation;  while  the  contribu- 
tors were  to  reap  all  possible 
gains,  and  be  secured  against 
loss  in  the  event  the  enterprise 
proved  unprofitable.  Such  a  con- 
tract was  considered  invalid, 
even  as  to  the  corporation. 

"Stutz  V.  Handley  (18^0),  41 
Fed.  Rep.  332;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.  J.  407,  where  the  court  contin- 
ued: "In  each  case  the  party  thus 
dealing  with  the  corporation  seeks, 
on  the  payment  or  contribution  of 
one  amount,  to  acquire  both  a  debt 
against  the  company  and  a  pro 
rata  share  and  interest  in  the  en- 
terprise, without  risk  to  himself. 
The  legal  effect  of  such  an  ar- 
rangement, eitner  as  to  increased 
or  original  stock,  is  an  undertak- 
ing on  the  part  of  the  corporation 
to  return  or  repay  his  contribution 
or  loans  with  interest,  confer  upon 
him  all  the  rights  of  a  shareholder 


and  exempt  him  from  all  obliga- 
tion to  account  for  the  trust  fund 
represented  by  his  share.  The 
transaction  casts  upon  the  public, 
dealing  with  the  corporation,  all 
the  risks  and  hazards  of  the  enter- 
prise; and  allows  the  holders  of 
the  shares,  while  reaping  all  the 
benefits  and  advantages  of  its  suc- 
cess without  liabilities  for  losses, 
to  call  for  and  require  a  re-pay- 
ment of  his  advance.  The  settled 
principles  of  the  law,  which  im- 
press upon  the  capital  stock  of  a 
corporation  the  character  of  a 
trust  fund,  and  establish  trust  re- 
lations betweep.  holders  of  such 
stock  while  unpaid,  and  creditors 
of  the  corporation,  will  not  sanc- 
tion such  a  contract  when  the 
rights  of  creditors  are  involved. 
In  this  respect  no  valid  distinction 
exists  between  original  and  new 
stock.  The  Supreme  Court  in 
Chubb  V.  Upton,  95  V.  S.  667, 
places  the  increased  stock  of  a 
corporation  upon  the  same  footJ 
ing  as  the  original  stock,  and  has 
steadily  refused,  as  against  cred- 
itors, to  recognize  any  disposition 
thereof  which  could  not  have  been 
made  of  the  original  stock.  The 
settled  doctrine  of  that  court  is 
that  creditors  without  notice  are 
not  affected  by  any  arrangement 
or  device  between  the  corporation 
and  those  accepting  shares  of  its 
stock  which  fall  short  of  actual 
payment  therefor  in  good  faith. 
In  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  17  Wall.  618, 
619,  the  transaction  was  valid  as 
between  the  corporation  and  the 
shareholders,  but  was  held  invalid 
as  against  the  representatives  of 
creditors." 
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"going  concern,"  may  not,  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  its 
business,  issue  and  sell  new  stock  for  the  best  obtainable  price. 
The  question  coming  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  the  Court  said :  "To  say  that  a  corporation  may  not,  under 
the  circumstances  above  indicated,  put  its  stock  upon  the  market 
and  sell  it  to  the  highest  bidder,  is  practically  to  declare  that  a 
corporation  can  never  increase  its  capital  by  a  sale  of  shares,  if 
the  original  stock  has  fallen  below  par.  The  wholesome  doctrine, 
so  many  times  enforced  by  this  court,  that  the  capital  stock  of  an 
insolvent  corporation  is  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  its  debts, 
rests  upon  the  idea  that  the  creditors  have  a  right  to  rely  upon 
the  fact  that  the  subscribers  to  such  stock  have  put  into  the 
treasury  of  the  corporation,  in  some  form,  the  amount  represented 
by  it;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  every  creditor  has  the  right  to 
trace  every  share  of  stock  issued  by  such  corporation,  and  inquire 
whether  its  holder,  or  the  person  from  whom  he  purchased,  has 
paid  its  par  value  for  it.  It  frequently  happens  that  corporations, 
as  well  as  individuals,  find  it  necessary  to  increase  their  capital 
in  order  to  raise  money  to  prosecute  their  business  successfully, 
and  one  of  the  most  frequent  methods  resorted  to  is  that  of  issu- 
ing new  shares  of  stock,  and  putting  them  upon  the  market  for 
the  best  price  that  can  be  obtained,  and  so  long  as  the  transaction 
is  bona  Me,  and  not  a  mere  covering  for  "watering"  the  stock, 
and  the  consideration  obtained  represents  the  actual  value  of  such 
stock,  the  courts  have  shown  no  disposition  to  disturb  it."^^ 

iTHandley  v.  Stutz   (1890),  139  U.  S.  417. 
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§  467f.  Definition  and  nature  of  preferred  stock. — Preferred 
stock  is  that  which  entitles  the  holders  to  priority  in  dividends 
out  of  the  net  profits,  or  in  preference  to  the  holders  of  the  com- 
mon stock.  The  latter  are  entitled  to  pro  rata  dividends  with  all 
other  holders  except  the  holders  of  preferred  stock.  Preferred 
shares  are  those,  the  owners  of  which  are  entitled  to  receive  div- 
idends from  the  corporate  profits  to  a  certain  extent,  in  preference 
to  the  payment  of  dividends  to  other  shareholders  upon  the  com- 
mon stock.  They  difi'er  from  other  shares  only  in  being  entitled,, 
as  against  them,  to  payment  of  dividends  in  priority  to  them.'^ 
They  are  indifferently  called  preferred,  preference,  preferential, 


1  "Preferred  Stock,"  by  John 
D.  Lawson  (1881),  20  Am.  L.  Reg. 
633;  Totten  v.  Tison,  54  Ga.  139; 


Chaffee  v.  Rutland,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1882),.  55  Vt.  110;  Henry  v.  Great 
Northern  Ry.  Co.,  4  Kay  &  J.  1. 
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or  guaranteed  shares."  It  is  otherwise  called  "guaranteed  stock." 
The  guaranty  is  conditioned  upon  the  receipt  of  profits  available 
for  the  payment  of  the  dividend.  "Such  a  contract  is  a  charge  on 
all  accruing  profits  at  the  stipulated  rate,  before  anything  is  div- 
ided among  the  ordinary  shareholders.  This  is  substantially 
interest,  and  chargeable,  exclusively,  on  profits."'  Dividends 
on  preferred  or  guaranteed  stock  are  called  "preferred  or  guaran- 
teed dividends."*  The  issue  of  preferred  stock  creates  no  rela- 
tion of  debtor  and  creditor  between  the  corporation  and  the  pre- 
ferred stockholder.  The  dividend,  like  any  other,  is  payable  only 
out  of  the  profits  that  accrue  to  the  corporation.  Until  the  divi- 
dend is  declared,  it  does  not  become  a  debt."  It  is  simply  a  con- 
tract of  the  stockholders,  as  to  the  divisioii  among  themselves  of 
the  profits  of  the  corporation,  and  is  not  forbidden  by  any  rules 
of  public  policy."  Unless  authorized  by  statute  or  by  consent 
of  all  the  stockholders,  it  is  too  late  to  issue  preferred 
stock  after  the  organization  of  the  corporation  with  common 
stock  "only,"  and  such  issue  may  be  enjoined  by  any  dis- 
senting holder  of  common  stock.''  As  also  in  the  case  of  attempt 
to  issue  second  preferred  stock,  where  preferred  and  common 
stock  are  already  issued.'  When  authorized  to  issue  preferred 
stock,  the  corporation  may  impose  whatever  conditions  it  may 
deem  proper.'  Where  expressly  authorized,  to  issue  preferred 
stock,  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  may  exercise  the  power  by 
vote,  against  the;  dissent  of  the  minority.^"  "We  know  nothing 
in  the  constitution  or  the  law,  that  inhibits  a  corporation  from  be- 
ginning its  corporate  action  by  classifying  the  shares  in  its  capital 
stock,  with  peculiar  privileges  to  one  share  over  another,  and  thus 
offering  its  stock  to  the  public  for  subscription  thereto.  No  rights 
are  secured  until  a  subscription  is  made.  Each  subscriber  would 
know  for  what  class  of  stock  he  put  down  his  name,  and  what 
right  he  got  when  he  thus  became  a  stockholder.  There  need  be 
no  deception  or  mistake ;  there  would  be  no  trenching  upon  rights 

2  Henry   v.    Great   Northern    R.  « Coltraine   v.    Blake,    113    Fed. 
Co.,  4  Kay  &  J.  1.  Rep.  785. 

3  Henry  v.  Great  Northern  Ry.  ^  Kent  v.   Quicksilver  Min.  Co., 
Co.,  1  De  Gex  &  J.  606.  78  N.  Y.  159. 

4  Miller  v.   Ra,tterman,   47  Ohio  s  Melhado  v.  Hamilton,  28  L.  T. 
St.  141.  Rep.  578. 

-  Belfast,   etc.  R.  R.  v.  Belfast,  »  Hackett  v.  Northern  R.  R.  36 

77   Me.   445;    Chaffee  v.   Rutland,      N.  Y.  Misc.  Rep.  583. 
etc.  R.  R.,  55  Vt.  110.  i»  Belfast,    etc.    Co.    v.    City    of 

Belfast,  77  Me.  445. 


662  PKEFEEEED  OK  GUAEANTEED  STOCK.       [§  467/". 

previously  acquired;  no  contract,  express  or  implied,  would  be 
broken  or  impaired."^^  Preferred  stock  partakes  of  the  nature 
of  what  may  be  called  interest-bearing  stock,  or  ordinary  common 
stock  upon  which  the  company  has  promised  to  pay  interest. 
This  interest,  however,  in  so  far  as  it  differs  from  an  ordinary 
dividend,  is  a  preference  dividend  and  subject  to  the  law  gov- 
erning preferred  stock.^^  This  kind  of  stock  is  usually  issued  by 
.  companies  which  have  expended  their  original  capital,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  further  capital,  and  therefore  when  the  authority 
to  issue  it  is  given,  it  is  necessary  that  it  should  be  employed  for 
that  purpose  alone,  and  the  company  can  not  pay  dividends  with 
such  stock.^^  Accordingly,  the  issue  of  preferred  stock  can  not 
be  justified,  except  for  the  purpose  of  strengthening  the  company's 
standing  or  enlarging  its  business.  When  the  corporation  has 
reached  a  crisis  in  its  affairs,  and  the  shareholders  are  unable,  or 
unwilling  to  sink  any  moi-e  money  in  the  enterprise,  but  yet  are 
ready  to  give  those  who  will  do  so,  a  preference  as  to  any  profits 
which  the  increased  means  may  enable  the  concern  to  make,  the 
transaction  is  fair  and  equitable.^*  Preferred  shareholders  have 
the  same  voice  in  the  control  of  the  company,  as  a  general  rule, 
as  the  other  stockholders,  together  with  the  right  to  vote  at  any 
meeting  of  the  holders  of  the  capital  stock.  But  to  this  rule  there 
may  be  exceptions ;  and  it  is  competent  for  a  company,  in  issuing 
certificates  of  preferred  stock,  to  stipulate  therein  that  the  holders 
shall  not  have  or  exercise  the  right  to  vote  upon  it,  at  any  meet- 
ing of  the  stockholders  of  the  company.^" 

11  Kent  v.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co.,  etc.  R.  Co.,   8   Mich.  100;   Evans- 
77  N.  Y.  159.  ville,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  City  of  Evans- 

12  Painesville,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  ville,  15  Ind.  395;  City  of  Ohio  v. 
King,  17  Ohio  St.  534;  Pittshurgh,  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.,  6  Ohio  St. 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  County  of  Allegheny,  489;  In  re  National,  etc.  Co.,  10 
63  Pa.  St.  126;  Troy,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Ch.  Biv.  118;  Salisbury  v.  Metro- 
Tibbits  (1884),  18  Barb.  297;  Mil-  .  politan  Ry.  Co.,  38  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
ler  v.  Pittsburg,  etc.  R.  Co.,  40  Pa.  249.  Cf.  Bardwell  v.  Sheffield,  etc. 
St.  237;  s.  c.  80  Am.  Dec.  570;  Co.,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  Cas.  517. 
Lockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne  (1875),  is  Hoole  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co., 
31  Mich.  76;  Barnard  v.  Vermont,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  262. 

etc.  R.  Co.,  89  Mass.  512;   Water-  i*  Lockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne,  31 

man  v.  Troy,  etc.  R.  Co.,  74  Mass.  Mich.  76. 

433;    Wright  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R.  "Miller    v.    Ratterman     (Ohio, 

Co.,  66  Mass.  68;   Cunningham  v.  1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  69.    The 

Cunningham,  78  Mass.  411;  Rich-  court  here  said:     "The  provision 

ardson  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R.  Co.,  44  is  not  unusual.     It  Is  sometimes 

Vt.  613;  Rutland  R.  Co.  v.  Thrall,  found  in  the  statute  itself.    Nor  is 

35  Vt.  543 ;  McLaughlin  v.  Detroit,  it  unreasonable.     The  promise  to 
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§  468.  Statutory  authority  essential  to  its  issue, — Preference 
stock  is  frequently  authorized  by  statute,  charter  or  articles  of 
incorporation."  And  the  general  rule  is  that  the  power  to 
issue  pteferred  or  guaranteed  stock  exists  only  when  conferred 
by  statute  or  by  charter."  The  creation  of  preferred  stock  may 
be  authorized  by  an  alteration  in  the  charter  of  the  corporation, 
or  by  other  subsequent  act  of  legislation,  as  well  as  by  the  original 
charter  or  act.^^  And  such  legislation  is  not  unconstitutional.^" 
The  power  need  not  be  granted  in  express  words.  Thus,  under 
an  act  which  provides  that  where  a  company  is  unable  to  meet 
its  engagements,  the  directors  may  prepare  a  scheme  or  arrange- 
ment with  their  creditors  which  must  be  assented  to  by  three- 
fourths  of  the  mortgagees,  holders  of  debenture  stock  and  other 
obligation?  and  confirmed  by  the  court  of  chancery,  many  schemes 
involving  the  issue  of  preferred  stock,  have  been  adopted.""    And 


the  preferred  stockholders  was  to 
award  them  the  first  net  earnings 
— the  holders  of  the  common  stock 
to  share  In  such  of  the  net  earn- 
ings as  they  might,  by  good  man- 
agement, be  able  to  make  over  and 
above  the  eight  per  cent.  As  the 
burden  was  upon  the  common 
stockholders,  the  power  to  manage 
might  fairly  be  left  with  them.  In 
any  view,  it  is  fair  to  treat  the 
proviso  as  but  an  arrangement  be- 
tween two  classes  of  stockholders 
which  did  not  concern  the  public. 
It  is  true  that  one  characteristic 
of  stock,  generally  is  that  it  can  be 
voted  upon.  But  this  Is  not  essen- 
tial. Indeed,  instances  may  arise 
where  it  is  good  policy  to  prohibit 
the  voting  upon  stock.  Ryan  v. 
Railway,  10  Am.  Law  Rec.  263;  Ex 
parte  Holmes,  5  Cow.  426;  Railway 
Frog  Co.  V.  Haven,  101  Mass.  398; 
State  V.  Hunton,  28  Vt.  594.  And 
tlie  point  here  is,  not  whether  any 
question  of  public  policy  inter- 
venes to  make  it  improper  for  the 
preferred  stockholders  to  possess  a 
right  to  vote,  but  whether  any 
qustion  intervenes  to  make  it  im- 
perative that  they  shall  have  that 
right." 

IS  St.  John  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  (1874), 
t2  "Wail.  136;  s.  c.  10  Blatchf.  271; 


Davis  V.  Proprietors,  8  Mete.  321; 
Taft  V.  Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1866),  8  R.  X.  310;  In  re  Anglo- 
Danubian,  etc.  Co.,  L.  R.  20  Eq. 
339;  Henry  v.  Great  Northern  R. 
Co.,  1  De  G.  &  J.  606;  Matthews 
V.  Great  Northern,  etc.  R.  Co.,  28 
L.  J.  Ch.  375. 

17  Taylor  v.  South,  etc.  R.  Co.,  4 
Woods,  575;  Sturge  v.  Eastern, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  7  De  Gex.  M.  &  G.  158. 

18  Kent  V.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co. 
(1879),  78  N.  Y.  159;  Rutland,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Thrall,  35  Vt.  537;  Cov- 
ington V.  Covington,  etc.  Co. 
(1873),  10  Bush,  69. 

19  Covington  v.  Covington,  etc. 
Co.   (1873),  10  Bush,  69. 

20  Railway  Clauses  Act  1867,  30 
&  31  Vict.,  ch.  127,  §§  6-17;  Mat- 
thews V.  Great  Northern  Ry.  Co., 
28  L.  J.  Ch.  375;  Webb  v.  Earle,  L. 
R.  20  Eq.  556;  Corry  v.  London- 
derry, etc.  R.  Co.,  29  Beav.  263; 
Stevens  v.  Merchants  R.  Co.,  L.  R. 
8  Ch.  448;  In  re  Devon,  etc.  R.  Co., 
L.  R.  8  Ch.  610;  London,  etc.  Assn. 
V.  Wrexham,  etc.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  18 
Eq.  566;  Munns  v.  Isle  of  Wight  R. 
Co.,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  655;  In  re  East, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  Eq.  87;  In  re 
Potteries,  etc.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  Ch. 
67;  In  re  Cambrian  R.  Co.,  L.  R. 
3  Ch.  278. 
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under  an  act  authorizing  a  corporation  to  increase  its  capital 
stock  in  such  manner  as  it  may  deem  advisable,  or  to  such  extent 
as  might  be, deemed  advisable,  to  borrow  money  at  a  rate  of  in- 
terest not  exceeding  seven  per  cent,  and  to  issue  proper  certificates 
convertible  into  stock  at  the  pleasure  of  the  holder,  it  was  held 
that  the  corporation  was  authorized  to  issue  seven  per  cent,  guar- 
anteed stock.^^     Instead  of  issuing  preferred  stock,  the  corporation 
may  issue  common  stock,  and  agree  to  pay  interest  upon  it,  en- 
forceable ag  a  contract  in  the  nature  of  an  agreement  to  pay  a 
dividend,^^  provided  the  interest  be  payable  from  profits  alone.^' 
So,  also,  it  has  been  decided  that  under  a  power  to  increase  the 
capital  stock,  the  corporation,  by  a  majority  vote,  may  issue  pre- 
ferred stock,  the  privilege  of  so  doing  being  founded  upon  the 
power  of  corporations  to  borrow  money.^*     The  power  to  borrow 
money  may  be  relied  upon  as  authority  for  issue  of  preferred  stock, 
where  it  is  redeemable  by  repayment  of  the  money .^'     And,  again, 
the  power  to  issue  preferred  stock,  when  not  expressly  conferred, 
may  even  be  implied  from  the  terms  used  in  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation of  a  corporation.     As,  where  the  articles  of  association 
provided  that  the  directors  might,  with  the  sanction  of  a  special 
resolution  of  the  company,  given  at  a  general  meeting,  increase 
the  capital  by  the  issue  of  new  shares,  the  increase  of  capital  to 
be  made  in  such  manner,  to  such  amount,  and  to  be  subject  to 
such  rules,  regulations,  privileges  and  conditions  as  the  company 
in   general   meeting  should   think  fit.'^*     The   stockholders   may 
ratify  and  validate  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  preferred  stock  is- 
sued without  previous  authority.^^ 

§  469.  Validity  of  preferred  stock. — ^The  validity  of  pre- 
ferred stock  has  been  sustained,  upon  principle,  in  many  American 

21  Gordon  v.  Richmond,  etc.  R.  to  such  rules,  regulations,  priv- 
Co.  (1884),  78  Va.  501.  ileges  and  conditions  as  the  eom- 

22  Bernard  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R.  pany  think  fit.  ...  I  think 
R.,  89  Mass.  512.  there  is  no  limit  to  the  privilege 

23  Richardson  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R.  that  may  he  attached  to  the  shares 
R.,  44  Vt.  613.  by  the  general  meeting,  as  far  as 

2*  Rutland,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Thrall,  regards  participation,  in  dividends, 

35  Vt.  536;   Harrison  v.  Mexican,  or    any    other    right    whatever." 

etc.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  19  Eg.  Cas.  358.  While,  however,  the  power  to  issve 

25  West  Chester,  etc.  Co.  v.  Jack-  preferred  stock  need  not  he  given 
son,  77  Pa.  St.  321.  in  express  words,  it  is  not  to  be 

26  Harrison  v.  Mexican  Ry.  Co.,  lightly  inferred  from  the  language 
L.  R.  19  Eq.  358.  The  court  said  of  charters  and  statutes.  Moss  v. 
in  this  case:     "The  capital  is  to  Syres,  32  L.  J.Ch.  711. 

be   raised   or   to   be   increased   in  27  Lockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne,  31 

such  manner,  and  with  and  subject      Mich.  76,  18  Am.  Rep.  156. 
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cases. ^*  The  issue  of  preferred  stock  has  been  considered  as  par- 
taking of  the  nature  of  a  loan,  and  therefore  not  ultra  vires,  where 
there  was  a  condition  for  payment  of  interest  until  the  company 
should  go  into  operation;""  where  there  was  a  provision  for,  the 
redemption  of  the  stock;'"  where  the  preferred  stock  was  sur- 
rendered, and  a  bond  and  mortgage  taken  in  its  stead,  the  pref- 
erential shareholders  thereafter  not  being  entered  as  members  of 
the  corporation  f^  and  where  such  stock  was  secured  by  bond  and 
mortgage,  the  holders  being  expressly  prohibited  by  statute  from 
becoming  members  of  the  corporation. °^  The  courts  have  no 
power  to  give  ithe  shareholders  a  preference  over  creditors,  al- 
though the  preferred  stock,  in  terms,  is  to  be  a  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty.'' A  mortgage  to  repay  to  preferred  stockholders,  their  in- 
vestment, as  also  to  secure  regular  corporate  creditbrs,  is  alto- 


28  Hazlehurst  v.   Savannah,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  43  Ga.  15;  Totten  v.  Tlson 
(1875),  54  Ga.  139;  Rutland,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Thrall  (1863),  35  Vt.  537; 
Richardson  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R.  Co., 
44   Vt.   613;    Prouty  v.  Michigan, 
etc.   R.   Co.    (1874),   1   Hun,   655; 
West  Chester,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Jack- 
son  (1875),  77  Pa.  St.  321;   Bates 
V.     Androscoggin,     etc.     R.     Co. 
(1862),  49  Me.  497;  Wright  v.  Ver- 
mont, etc.  R.  Co.  (1853),  12  Cush. 
68;  Waterman  v.  Troy,  etc.  R.  Co., 
18  Gray,  433;  Cunningham  v.  Ver- 
mont,  etc.  R.   Co.,   12   Gray,  411; 
Barnard  v.  Vermont,   etc.  R.   Co. 
(1863),   7   All^n,   512;    Evansville 
R.  Co.  v.  Evansville,  15  Ind.  395; 
Lockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne    (1875), 
31  Mich.   81;    McLaughlin  v.   De- 
troit, etc.  R.-  Co.,  8  Mich.  100;  Cov- 
ington v.   Covington,   etc.   Co.,   10 
Bush,  69.    It  has  been  said  in  the 
leading    case    upon    the    subject: 
"We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that 
at  the  first  the  corporation  might 
not  have  lawfully  divided  the  in- 
terest   in   its   capital    stock    into 
shares  arranged  into  classes,  pre- 
ferring one  class  to  another.    The 
pharter  gave  power  to  make  such 
by-laws  as  it  might  deem  proper, 
consistent   with    constitution   and 
law;    and   to   issue   certificates  of 
,  stock  representing  the  value  of  the 


property.  We  know  nothing  in 
the  constitution  or  the  law  that  in- 
hibits a  corporation  from  begin- 
ning its  corporate  action  by  clas- 
sifying the  shares  in  its  capital 
stock,  with  peculiar  privileges  to 
one  share  over  another,  and  thus 
offering  its  stock  to  the  public  fo" 
subscription  thereto.  No  rights 
are  got  until  a  subscription  is 
made.  Each  subscriber  would 
know  for  what  class  of  stock  he 
put  his  name,  and  what  right  be 
got  when  he  thus  become  a  stock- 
holder. There  need  be  no  decep- 
tion or  mistake;  there  would  ba 
no  trenching  upon  rights  pre- 
viously acquired;  no  contract,  ex- 
press or  implied,  would  be  broken 
or  impaired."  Folger,  J.  in  Kent 
V.  Quicksilver  Mln.  Co.  (1879),  78 
N.  Y.  177. 

29  Richardson  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  44  Vt.  613. 

30  West  Chester,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Jackson  (1875),  77  Pa.  St.  321. 

31  Totten  v.  Tison  (1875),  54  Ga. 
139.     ' 

32  Burt  V.  Rattle  (1877),  31  Oh;o 
St.  116.  And  see  Rutland,  etc.  K. 
Co.  V.  Thrall  (1863),  35  Vt.  53«; 
Hazlehurst  v.  Savannah,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  43  Ga.  13. 

33  Black  V.  Hobart  Tea  Co.  (N. 
J.  1902),  53  Atl.  Rep.  826. 
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gather  invalid.'^  The  argument  used  in  favor  of  the  right  to 
create  preferred  stock,  is,  that  a  corporation  has  power  to  borrow 
money  and  give  security  therefor,  and  that  the  issuing  of  prefer- 
red stock  is  merely  one  way  of  pledging  the  assets  of  the  company 
for  that  purpose,  and  hence  justifiable.  The  answer  given  to  this 
is,  that  the  transaction  is  not  a  loan  and  borrowing,  because  it 
does  not  create  a  debt  which  can  be  redeemed,  but  the  holders 
of  preferred  stock  have  a  perpetual  lien  upon  the  corporate 
profits.^'  The  argument  against  the  power  is  simply  that  by 
taking  shares  in  a  corporation  with  a  fixed  capital  divided  into  2 
specified  number  of  shares,  one  becomes  the  owner  of  a  certain 
interest  in  the  enterprise,  measured  by  the  proportion  which  the 
amount  of  his  shares  bears  to  the  whole  capital.  This  entitles 
him  to  a  corresponding  proportion  of  the  profits,  and  he  can  nol 
afterwards  be  deprived  of  that  fixed  proportion  on  any  pretense^, 
without  a  violation  of  the  original  contract.'*  Thus,  a  majority 
of  the  shareholders  of  a  company,  in  order  to  induce  persons  to 
take  some  of  the  stock  unsold,  can  not  authorize  the  directors  to 
make  an  arrangement  for  giving  to  them  a  preferential  dividend.''' 
This  assumes  that  there  is,  at  the  outset,  a  fixed  capital,  and  also 
that  there  is  no  power  granted  to  create  preferred  stock.  When 
the  special  charter,  or  the  general  law,  of  a  corporation  organized 
under  a  general  law,  gives  that  power,  there  is  no  room  for  the 
objection  that  the  original  contract  has  been  violated.  The  law 
in  that  case  is  the  contract,  and  the  shareholder  expects  to  be 
bound  by  anything  contained  therein.^' 

§  470.  Acquiescence  in  unauthorized  issue. — ^The  right  to 
create  a  preferred  stock  is  merely  a  question  of  contract,  and  if 
all  agree  to  a  modification  of  the  original  agreement,  it  is  legal- 
ized.'" Thus,  while  a  corporation,  already  organized,  can  not, 
after  issuing  common  stock,  create  preferred  stock,  except  by 

■5*  Reagan   v.    First   Nat.   Bank,  flicts  with  this  case,  but  was  not 

157  Ind.  623.  a  well  considered  opinion. 

35  Per  Folger,  J.  oUter,  in  Kent  as  "Preferred  Stock,"   (1882),  16 

V.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co.  (1879),  78  Am.  L.  Rev.  461,  citing  Prouty  v. 

N.  y.  177.  Michigan,    etc.    R.    Co.    (1874),    1 

3c  "Preferred    Stock,"    Editorial  Hun,   655;    West  Chester,    etc.  R. 

Article  (1882),  16  Am.  L.  Rev.  460.  Co.  v.  Jackson   (1875),  77  Pa.  St. 

37  Hutton    V.    Scarborough,    etc.  321. 

Co.,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  514;  s.  0.  4  De  G.,  so  "Preferred    Stock,"    Editorial 

J.  &  S.  672.    Hazlehurst  v.  Savan-  Article  (1882),  16  Am.  L.  Rev.  160; 

nah,  etc.   R.  Co.,  43   Ga.  13,  con-  Lockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne    (1875), 

31  Mich.  81. 
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virtue  of  authority  conferred  by  its  charter  or  by-laws,  it  may, 
nevertheless,  do  so  with  the  consent  of  all  the  shareholders,  whose 
rights  would  be  affected  thereby.*"  And, -by  their  acquiescence, 
the  shareholders  are  estopped  to  deny  the  validity  of  the  issue. *^ 
When  an  attempt  is  made  to  issue  second  preferred  stock,  where 
preferred  and  common  stock  are  issued  already,  a  dissenting  stock- 
holder will  be  refused  an  injunction,  unless  he  act  promptly,  and 
prevent,  in  the  minds  of  interested  parties,  any  reason  for  belief 
in  his  acquiescence.*^  If  without  authority,  directors,  or  a  major- 
ity of  the  stockholders,  issue,  or  undertake  to  issue,  perferred 
stock,  such  dissenting  stockholder  may,  in  equity,  enjoin  or  cancel 
the  issue,  but  he  will  be  estopped,  by  his  laches,  or  acquiescence,  as 
against  all  other  interested  persons.*'  Especially,  where  third 
persons  have  dealt  in  the  preferred  stock  of  the  company,  relying 
in  good  faith  upon  the  existence  of  corporate  authority  to  issue 
it,  it  is  unnecessary  that  there  should  have  been  an'  express  assent 
thereto  on  the  part  of  the  stockholders  to  work  an  equitable  estop- 
pel upon  them.**  Mere  negative  conduct  is  sufficient  to  create  an 
estoppel,  where,  to  hold  the  issue  invalid,  would  be  detrimental  to 
third  parties.*^  Accordingly,  where  a  corporation  by  a  new  by- 
law created  and  issued  preferred  stock,  the  common  stockholders, 
having  for  four  years,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  issue  of  such 
stock,  and  of  the  fact  that  the  two  kinds  of  stock  were  dealt  in 
at  different  places,  acquiesced  In  the  corporate  action,  were  held 
to  be  estopped, by  acquiescence  and  delay  from  claiming ■  that  the 
preferred  stock  was  not  entitled  to  all  the  pirivileges  intended  tc 
be  conferred  upon  it.*'     And  though,  ordinarily,  the  power  of  the 

*oKent  V.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co.  also.  Branch  v.  Jesup,   106  U.   S. 

(1879),   78  N.  Y.   159,  where  the  468. 

court  said:     "It  was  not  expressly  42  Bannigan  v.  Bard,  134  U.   S. 

prohibited  by  the  charter,  nor  by  291,  134. 

any  statute,  to  this  corporation  to  *3  Kent  v.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co., 

classify  the  shares  of  its  capital  78  N.  Y.  159;  Branch  v.  Jesup,  lOG 

stock,    so   that    one    class    should  U.  S.  468. 

have  greater  right  and  value  than  44  Kent  v.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co. 

another.    It  was  not  malum  in  se  (1879),  78  N.  Y.  159. 

so  to  do  unless  it  was  that  a  vested  *5  Kent  v.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co., 

right    was    thereby   affected;    but  (1879),  78  N.  Y.  159. 

that  was  not  a  public  evil;  it  was  ^sKent  v.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co. 

a  wrong  that  affected  private  per-  (1879),   78  N.  Y.  159.     The  court 

sons    only'  and    one    which    they  here  said:     "We  suppose  acquies- 

might  assent  to."  cence   or  tacit   assent  means  _  the 

■n  Taylor  v.  South,  etc.  R.  Co.,  4  neglect  to  promptly  and  actively 

Woods,  575;  Hazlehurst  v.  Savan-  condemn  the  unauthorized  act,  and 

nah,  etc.  R.  Co.,  43   Ga.  13.     See,  to    seek    judicial     redress,     after 
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corporation  to  issue  preferred  stock  can  be  exercised  only  by  the 
shareholders,  yet,  if  the  directors,  without  previous  authority  from 
the  shareholders,  issue  it,  their  act  may  be  validated  by  a  sub- 
sequent ratification  by  the  shareholders.*^  The- purchaser  of  pre- 
ferred stock  may  himself  be  estopped  to  deny  its  validity.  Thus, 
where  he  purchased  such  stock,  issued  without  statutory  authority, 
was  active  in  passing  the  resolution  authorizing  its  issue,  volun- 
tarily subscribed  and  paid  for  it,  held  it  for  many,  months,  voted 
upon-  it,  and  used  it  to  obtain  control  of  the  corporation's  afifairs, 
upon  the  insolvency  of  the  corporation  he  can  not  assert  its  inval- 
idity and  recover  the  money  he  paid  for  it.*'  Where  the  cor- 
poration, in  pursuance  of  the  by-laws,  issued  preferred  stock, 
though  there  was,  at  the  outstart,  a  minority  of  the  stockholders 
who  gave  no  assent  thereto,  their  tacit  acquiescence  and  delay  in 
action  for  four  years  was  held  as  indefensible  laches,  and  estoppel 
which  arriounted  to  assent  and  ratification  where,  by  circular  let- 
ter, issued  to  the  stockholders,  they  were  informed  and  offered 
opportunity  to  subscribe,  and  a  large  number  subscribed,  and  for 


knowledge  ot  the  committal  of  it, 
whereby  innocent  third  parties 
have  been  led  to  put  themselves  in 
a  position  from  which  they  can 
not  be  taken  without  loss." 

*7  McLoughlin  v.  Detroit,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  8  Mich.  100. 

48Banigan  v.  Bard  (1889),  30 
Fed.  Rep.  13;  s.  c.  Ry.  &  Corp.  L. 
J.  170;  s.  c.  affirmed  (1890),  134 
U.  S.  291;  s.  c.  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
14.  The  court  below,  in  this  case,* 
said:  "For  the  purposes  of  this 
case  I  shall  assume  that  the  unan-' 
imous  consent  of  all  the  stockhold- 
ers not  having  been  affirmatively 
expressed  by  vote  or  by  equivalent 
act,  the  preferred  stock  was  in- 
valid. If  so,  the  acquiescence  of 
the  stockholder  can  not  give  it 
validity,  and  he  is  not  estopped 
from  asserting  that  it  is  invalid. 
Scovill  V.  Thayer,  105  U.  S.  143., 
If  a  stockholder  could  be  estopped, 
Banigan  would  necessarily  be,  be- 
cause he  was  one  of  the  promoters 
of  the  scheme,  urged  his  co-stock- 
holders to  buy,  voted  upon  it,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  favorably  ex- 


plaining the  company's  position  to 
the  firm  which  was  to  take  and 
negotiate  its  paper,  asserted  that 
it  could  issue  preferred  stock,  and 
had  done  so,  to  the  amount  of 
$25,000.  Notwithstanding  the  Mas- 
sachusetts authorities  to  the  con- 
trary (Tube  Works  v.  Machine 
Co.,  139  Mass.  5;  Reed  v.  Machine 
Co.,  141  Mass.  454),  I  am  not 
favorably  impressed  with  the  doc- 
trine that  as  against  the  assignee 
or  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corpor- 
ation, the  owner  of  preferred 
stock,  who  has  voluntarily  sub- 
scribed and  paid  for  it  for  the 
purpose  of  promoting  the  scheme, 
and  has  received  his  certificate 
therefor,  and  the  terms  and  condi-. 
tions  upon  which  the  subscription 
was  made  have  ~  been  fully  com- 
plied with  by  the  corporation,  can 
not  recover  the  amount  paid.  In 
Winters  v.  Armstrong,  37  Fed. 
Rep.  508,  Judge  Jackson  guard? 
against  such  a  broad  principle,  and 
it  is  not  in  accordance  with  the 
teaching  of  Scovill  v.  Thayer,  105 
U.S.  143." 
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the  Stock  paid  money  into  the  assets  and  business  of  the  corpora- 
tion."" 

§  471.  Preferred  dividend..  Cumulative  and  non-cumula- 
tive dividends. — The  holder  of  preferred  stock  is  entitled 
to  a  preferred  dividend,  which  is  payable  to  that  class  of  share- 
holders in  priority  to  dividends  payable  to  holders  of  the  common 
stock.^"  Unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  charter,  or  other  stat- 
ute, preferred  stock  and  common  stock  may  all  be  made  common, 
if  all  the  stockholders  agree  thereto.^^  Preferred  stockholders  are 
subject  to  a  statutory  liability,  the  same  as  holders  of  the  common 
stock.^^  A  dividend,  when  spoken  of  in  reference  to  "a  going 
concern,^'  means  a  fund  which  the  corporation  sets  apart  from  its 
profits  to  be  divided  among  its  members.  A  dividend  among 
preference  stockholders  is  understood  to  imply  that  the  sum  div- 
ided has  been  realized  as  profits,  though  the  earnings  do  not  yield 
a  dividend  to  the  holders  of  the  common  stock.'*"  The  preferred 
stockholders,  therefore,  have  a  pledge  of  the  funds  legally  applic- 
able to  the  purposes  of  a  dividend.^*  But  as  to  any  excess  of  div- 
idends to  which  preferred  stock  may  be  entitled  beyond  the  guar- 
anteed per  cent.,  it  must  stand  on  the  same  footing  with  the  com- 
mon stock. ^^  Thus,  where  the  certificate  of  preferred  stock  pro- 
vides, that  after  the  payment  of  the  guaranteed  percentage,  the 
preferred  stockholders  shall  share  in  any  surplus  beyond  a  certain 
percentage,  which  may  be  divided  upon  the  common  stock,  the 
preference  shareholders  are,  after  receiving  their  guaranteed  per- 
centage, to  be  deferred  until  the  common  shareholders  have  re- 
ceived their  specified  percentage;  and  then  all  stockholders  are 
to  be  on  the  same  footing  as  to  any  remaining  surplus.^" 

A  preferred  dividend  is  cumulative,  or  non-cumulative. — The 
preferred  dividend  is  cumulative  where  the  preferred  stockhold- 
ers participate  in  a  division  of  the  profits  remaining  after  pay- 

40  Kent    V.    Quicksilver    M.    Co.  =3  Cooley,  J.,  In  Lockhart  v.  Van 

(1879),  78  N.  Y.  159.  Alstyne  (1875),  31  Mich.  76;  Taft 

r.o  Thompson  v.  Brie  R.  Co.,  11  v.  Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.,  8  R.  I.  310. 

Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  188 ;  Belfast,  etc.  R.  54  Taft  v.  Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.,  8 

Co.  V.  Belfast  (1887)',  77  Me.  445;  R.  I.  310,  335. 

Chaffee    v.    Rutland,  .etc.    R.    Co,  =5  Gordon  v.   Richmond,  etc.  R. 

(1882),  55  Vt.  110;   Taft  v..  Hart-  Co.   (1884),  78  Va.  501;   Harrison 

ford,  etc.  R.  Co.,  8  R.  I.  310,  333.  v.  Mexican  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  19  Eq. 

51  Synott    V.    Cumberland,    etc.  358;     Ragland    v.    Broadnax,     29 

Assn.,  117  Fed.  Rep.  379.  Gratt,-401. 

5J  Railroad  Co.  v.  Smith,  48  Ohio  so  Bailey  v.  Railroad  Co.  (1872), 

St.  219.  17  Wall.  96;  s.  c.  1  Dill.  174. 
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ment  of  the  preferred  dividend  declared  upon  the  preferred  stock, 
and  an  equal  dividend  on  the  common  stock.  The  preferred  div- 
idend is  so  cumulative  unless  the  contract  provides  that  it  shall 
be  non-cumulative.  The  conti'act  may  provide  what  disposition 
shall  be  made  of  the  surplus  profits,  after  payment  of  the  pre- 
ferred, and  the  common  dividend.^'' 

§  472.  Scrip  dividend.  Bond  dividend. — Sometimes,  by  con- 
sent, the  accumulated  profits  are  expended  in  betterments,  and 
scrip  issued  in  lieu  of  payment.  Such  scrip  dividend  is  a  debt  of 
the  coi-poration,  due  to  the  scrip-holder.^' 

Bond  Dividend. — The  corporation  may  pay  dividends  on  pre- 
ferred stock,  with  certificates  exchangeable  for  its  bonds,  and 
thereby  be  estopped  to  refuse  to  deliver  the  bonds,  on  the  ground 
of  illegality  of  the  dividend,  or  that  the  bond  issue  was  ultra 

§  473.  Payable  only  out  of  net  profits. — Preferred  stock  is 
entitled  to  dividends  only  out  of  the  net  profits  of  the  enterprise."" 
The  dividends  thereon  are  not  payable  absolutely  as  interest  is, 
but  the  preference  is  limited  to-  profits  whenever  earned.^^  The 
dividends  are  equivalent  to  annual  or  semi-annual  payments,  and, 
under  the  general  form  of  certificate  in  these  cases,  depend  on  no 
contingency  except  that  the  net  profits  of  the  association  shall  be 
sufficient  to  pay  them."^  They  are,  therefore,  in  the  nature  of 
■'interest  chargeable  exclusively  upon  profits.""'  If  instead  of 
issuing  preferred  stock,  the  corporation  issues  common  stock,  with 
contract  to  pay  interest  thereon,'  the  contract  is  enforceable  in  the 
nature  of  an  agreement  to  pay  a  dividend,  and  is  lawful  if  it  re- 

57  Campbell  v.  American,  etc.  01  Chaffee  v.  Rutland  R.  Co. 
Co.,  122  N.  Y.  455.  (1882),  55  Vt.  110,  126;   Corry  v. 

58  Gordon's  Ex'rs  v.  Richmond,  Londonderry,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  29  Beav. 
etc.  R.  R.,  78  Va.  501.  263;  McGregor  v.  Home  Insurance 

59  Chaffee  v.  Rutland  R.  R..  55  Co.,  33  N.  J.  Bq.  181;  St.  John  v. 
Vt.  110.  Erie  R.  Co.,  10  Blatch.  271;   s.'c. 

60  Union  Pacific  R.  Co.  v.  United  22  Wall.  136;  Lockhart  v.  Van  Al- 
States  (1878),  99  U.  S.  402;  Nick-  styne  (1875),  31  Mich.  76;  Taft  v. 
als  V.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  15  Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1864),  8  R.  I. 
Fed.  Rep.  575;  Boardman  v.  Lake  310. 

Shore,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1881),  84  N.  Y.  62  Bates  v.  Androscoggin,  etc.  R. 

157;  Prouty  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  R.  Co.,  49  Me.  491. 

Co.,   52   N.   Y.   363;    Thompson  v.  es  Henry  v.  Great  Northern  Ry. 

Erie  Ry.  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  465;  Chaffee  Co.,  1  De  Gex  &  J.  606,  637;  4  Kay, 

V.  Rutland  R.  Co.   (1882),  55  Vt.  1;  Crawford  v.  North  Eastern,  etc. 

110;  Blkins  v.  Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.,  R.  Co.,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  1093. 
36  N.  J.  Eq.  233;    Belfast,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Belfast  (1887),  77  Me.  445. 
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quires  payment  alone  out  of  profits."*  Even  an  express  guaranty 
to  pay  a  certain  dividend  on  preferred  stock,  entitles  the  holder 
to  dividends  only  when  there  are  profits  out  of  which  they  can 
be  paid."^  Although  there  be  net  profits  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  dividend,  the  pi'ef erred  stockholder  can  not  demand  it 
as  a  matter  of  right.  It  is  discretionary  with  the  corporate  man- 
agement whether  it  will  apply  the  surplus  profits  to  the  payment 
of  any  dividends,  either  common  or  preferred,  or  otherwise  it  will 
use  them  for  improvement  of  the  corporate  business,  or  property 
where  the  conditions  warrant  it,  and  the  courts  will  not  interfere 
with  such  discretion.""  And  this  is  the  rule  even  though  the 
preferred  dividend  is  non-cumulative."^  In  case  of  breach  of  trust 
by  the  directors  in  nouTpayment  of  dividend  on  the  preferred 
stock,  the  remedy  of  a  preferred  stockholder  is  by  a  bill  in  equity 


64  Barnard  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R. 
R.,  89  Mass.  512;  Richardson  v. 
Vermont,  etc.  R.  R.,  44  Vt.  613. 

05  Lockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne 
(1875),  31  Mich.  76;  Taft  v.  Hart- 
ford, etc.  R.  Co.  (1864),  8  R.  I.  310; 
Scott  V.  Central  R.  Co.,  52  Barb. 
45.  There  is  always  a  condition, 
either  expressed  or  implied,  that 
they  shall  be  paid  only  from  the 
earnings  of  the  enterprise.  Willis- 
ton  V.  Michigan  Southern  R.  Co., 
13  Allen,  400;  Curran  v.  State,  15 
How.. 304;  Pittsburgh,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Allegheny  Co.,  '63  Pa.  St.  126; 
Evansville,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Evans- 
ville,  15  Ind.  395;  In  re  Bristol, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  448.  Ac- 
cordingly a  general  guaranty  of 
dividends  bjt  a  railroad  company 
on  its  preferred  stock  Is  not  a 
guaranty  for  payment  in  any 
event,  but  only  in  the  event  that 
the  dividends  are  earned.  Miller 
v.  Ratterman  (Ohio,  1890),  8  Ry. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  69.  The  court  in  this 
case  said:  "It  was  not  a  stipula- 
tion to  pay  dividends  in  any  event, 
but  a  stipulation  to  pay  only  out 
of  surplus;  for  the  company  must 
be  presumed  to  have  proceeded  in 
view  of  the  terms  of  the  second 
section  of  the  act  referred  to,  and 
the-  general   rule  of  law  on  the 


subject.  That  rule  is  that  payment 
of  dividends  to  preferred  stock- 
holders differs  from  such  payment 
to  the  holders  of  common  stock 
only  in  that  they  are  entitled  to 
dividends  in  priority  to  any  divi- 
dends upon  the  common  stock. 
Dividends  to  either  are  to  come 
♦from  one  common  source,  to  wit, 
from  funds  properly  applicable  to 
the  paymerrt  of  dividends;  that  is 
to  say,  net  earnings.  In  the  nature 
of  things,  this  must  be  so.  As  well 
might  one  member  of  a  partner- 
ship be  permitted  to  appropriate 
to  his  own  use  assets  of  the  firm 
to  the  prejudice  of  creditors  as  for 
a  stockholder  of  a  corporation  to 
do  it.  A  contract  to  permit  this 
to  be  done  would  be  contrary  to 
R,ublic  policy,  and  void.  Pierce, 
R.  R.  124,  125;  St.  John  v.  Railway 
Co.,  22  Wall.  136;  Lockhart  v.  Van 
Alstyne,  31  Mich.  76;  Taft  v.  Hart- 
ford, etc.  R.  Co.,  8  R.  I.  310;  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  King,  17  Ohio  St.  534; 
1  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.,  Smith  &  B.  935." 

60  New  York,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Nick- 
als,  119  U.  S.  296:  Field  v.  Lamson, 
etc.  Co.,  162  Mass.  388;  Feld  v. 
Roanoke  Inv.  Co.,  123  Mo.  603. 

67  McLean  v.  Pittsburgh,  etc.  Co., 
59  Pa.  St.  112. 
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for  relief."'  A  contract  to  pay  dividends  on  preferred  stock  at  all 
events,  whether  any  profits  are  made  or  not,  would  be  contrary  to 
public  policy  and  void."*  Where  the  preferred  stock  provides 
that  the  corporation  shall  buy  it  back  at  par  and  interest  at  a 
specified  time,  the  provision,  though  invalid,  does  not  invalidate  the 
stock  or  release  the  subscriber  from  paying  for  it.'"'  But  such 
a  certificate,  regardless  of  its  form,  may  constitute  a  debt,  instead 
of  preferred  stock.'^  But  it  has  been  decided,  where  a  corpora- 
tion authorized  to  issue  preferred  stock,  after  it  had  received  a 
certain  sum  for  each  share,  which  shares  should  be  payable  in 
full  on  dissolution  next  after  the  payment  of  debts,  guaranteed 
that  each  share  should  receive  semi-annual  dividends  of  four 
dollars,  that  the  guaranty  was  absolute  and  independent  of  the 
profits  earned.'^ 

§  474.  Arrears  of  preferred  dividend. — Arrears  of  preferred 
dividends  must  be  paid,  before  a  dividend  can  be  declared  upon 
the  common  stock,'^  and  when  so  payable,  they  are  called  cumula- 


08  Storrow  v.  Texas,  etc.  Assn., 
87  Fed.  612.     , 

69  Miller  v.  Ratterman  (Ohio, 
1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  69;  St. 
John  V.  Railway  Co.,  22  Wall.  136; 
Loekhart  v.  Van  Alstyne  (1875), 
31  Mich.  76;  Evansville,  etc.  R.  Co. 
V.  City  of  Evansville,  15  Ind.  395. 

'0  Long  V.  Guelph,  etc. .  Co.,  31 
C.  P.  Rep.  (Can.)  129. 

'1  Savannah  v.  Silverberg,  108 
6a.  281,  33  S.  B.  908. 

72 "Williams  v.  Parker  (1884), 
136  Mass.  204. 

,  73  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  12  N.  Y.  40; 
s.  c.  62  Am.  Dec.  130;  Prouty  v. 
Michigan,  etc.  R.  Co.,  1  Hun,  655; 
Elkins  V.  Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.,  36 
N.  J.  Bq.  233;  Loekhart  v.  Van  Al- 
'styne  (1875),  31  Mich.  76;  Taft  v. 
Hartford,  etc.'lR.  Co.  (1864),  8  R.  I. 
310;  Henry  v.  Great  Northern  Ry. 
Co.,  1  De  G.  &  J.  606,  where  the 
defendant's  counsel  having  likened 
the  right  of  a  preference  share- 
holder to  the  right  to  bring  a  cup 
of  a  certain  measure  to  be  filled  at 
each  dividend  meeting,  if  there 
were  enough  to  fill  it,  ,  Knight 
Bruce,  L.  J.,  said:  "I  may  be  ex- 
cused for  suggesting  another  case. 
Let  us  suppose  a  right  to  have  a 


tun  of  wine  from  a  vineyard.  Is 
that  the  same  merely  as  a  right  to 
have  a  tun  of  wine  from  a  vintage? 
I  do  not  think  so.  In  the  former 
case,  the  deficiency  of  an  earlier 
would  have  to  be  supplied  by  a 
later  vintage.  Not  so,  possibly,  in 
the  other.  Here,  as  I  apprehend, 
the  plaintiffs  have  a  vineyard,  and 
not  merely  the  chance  of  a  partic- 
ular vintage  to  look  to."  Adams 
V.  Fort  Plain  Bank,  36  N.  Y.  255; 
"Webb  V.  Barle,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  556; 
Sturge  V.  Eastern,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  7 
De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  158;  Matthews  v. 
Great  Northern,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  28 
L.  J.  Ch.  375;  Crawford  v.  North 
Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  ,1073; 
Stevens  v.  South  Devon  Ry.  Co.,  9 
Hare,  313;  Coey  v.  Belfast,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  I.  R.  2  C.  L.  112;  Smith  v. 
Cork,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  I.  L.  R.  3  Eq. 
356;  Coates  v.  Nottingham,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  30  Beav.  86;  Corry  v. 
Londonderry,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  29  Beav. 
263;  Llndley  on  Partnerships  (2nd 
ed.),  781.  Contra,  Belfast,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Belfast,  77  Me,  445;  Hatel- 

,  tine  V.  Belfast  &  Moosehead  R.  Co. 

'  (1887),  79  Me.  411;  s.  c.  1  Am.  St. 
Rep.  330. 
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tive.  The  certificate  generally  specifies  whether  the  stock  is  cu- 
mulative or  "non-cumulative."  Preferred  dividends,  in  law,  are 
cumulative,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  contract  of  subscrip- 
tion. It  is  the  settled  law  both  in  England  and  America  that 
the  preferred  dividend,  and  all  arrears,  are  payable  as  soon  as 
there  are  available  profits  accumulated,  and  before  any  payment 
of  a  dividend  on  the  common  stock.''*  As  to  arrears  of  dividends, 
unless  they  are  reserved,  the  transferee  of  the  preferred  Stock 
succeeds  to  all  the  rights  of  his  assignor,  and  a  subsequent  assign- 
ment of  arrears  by  the  assignor  conveys  nothing.'^  But  in  Eng- 
land the  statutes  now  declare  that  if  in  any  year  "there  are  not 
profits  available  for  the  payment  of  the  full  amount  of  preferential 
dividend  or  interest  for  that  year,  no  part  of  the  deficiency  shall 
be  made  good  out  of  the  profits  of  any  subsequent  year,  or  out  of 
any  other  funds  of  the  c®mpany."^°  In  some  cases,  however,  under 
this  act,  arrears  have  been  held  collectible.  Thus,  where  prefer- 
ence shareholders  had  allowed  the  surplus  profits  of  one  year  to 
be  applied  in  payment  of  dividends  to  ordinary  shareholders,  in- 
stead of  in  payment  of  dividends  to  them,  they  were  not  prevented 
from  claiming  arrears  against  the  profits  of  succeeding  years."' 
And  where  the  whole  net  earnings  of  one  year  were  appropriated 
to  repairs,  paying  the  preferred  shareholders  nothing,  it  was  held 
that  the  arrears  for  that  year  might  be  recovered  out  of  the  profits 
of  any  subsequent  year,  although  dividends  had  been  paid  in 
former  years  that  should  have  been  spent  for  repairs.''*  Under 
by-laws  which  from  their  terms  show  that  the  whole  net  earnings 
are  intended  to  be  paid  in  each  year,  the  dividends  upon  the  pre- 
ferred stock  are  not  cumulative.'^'  When  arrears  are  recoverable, 
interest  thereon  may  be  recovered  also.*"  v 

7*  Boardman  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  law   of  a   railroad   company   pro- 

R.  R.,  84  N.  Y.  157;  West  Chester,  vided  that  "dividends  on  the  pre- 

etc.  R.  R.  V.  Jackson,  77  Pa.  St.  321.  ferred   stock  shall  first  be   made 

■?5  Manning  v.   Quicksilver  Min.  semi-annually  from  the  net  earn- 

Co.,  24  Hun,  360.  ings  of  said  road,  not  exceeding  a 

76  The  Companies  Clauses  Act  of  certain  per  centum  per  annum; 
1863,  26  &  27  Vic.  ch.  118,  §  14.  after    which    dividend,    if    there 

77  Matthews  v.  Great  Northern  shall  remain  a  surplus,  a  divi- 
Ry.  C&.,  28. L.  J.  Ch.  375;  Smith  v.  dend  shall  be  made  upon  the  non- 
Cork,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  I.  L.  R.  3  E'q.  preferred  stock  up  to  a  like  per 
358.  cent,  per  annum,  and  should  a  sur- 

|78  Dent  v.  London  Tramways  plus  then  remain  of  net  nearnings 
Co.,  16  Ch.  Div.  344.  '  after  both   of  said   dividends,   hi 

78  This  is  the  case  where  a  by-      any  one  year,  the  same  shall  be  di- 
sc Boardman  v,  Lake  Shore,  etc.  R.  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  157. 

Vol.  11  —  43  '  ' 
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§  475.  Enforcement  of  pa3niient  of  dividends. — A  court  of 
equity  will,,  by  injunction  and  other  proper  remedies,  protect  the 
rights  of  the  holders  of  preferred  stock.^^  For  a  distinction  is 
made  by  the  courts,  between  declaring  dividends  upon  preferred 
and  on  common  stock.  The  directors  of  the  corporation  have  a 
discretion  as  to  the  latter,  but  their  action  with  respect  to  the 
former  is  subject  to  review  by  a  court  of  equity.'^  But  equity 
even,  will  not  interfere  with  a  dividend  unless  it  appear  that  some- 
body in  particular  was  hurt  or  liable  to  be  injured.  It  will  not 
interfere  for  the  sake  of  vindicating  general  principles  after  all 
danger  has  passed.'^  Where,  however,  the  directors  of  a  corpora- 
tion neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  a  dividend  to  the  preferred  stock- 
holders when  the  finances  of  the  corporation  justify  it,  and  the 
stockholders  are  equitably  entitled  to  receive  it,  a  court  of  equity 
has  jurisdiction  of  a  bill  to  compel  payment  thereof.**    And  the 


vided  pro  rata  upon  all  the  stock." 
Hazeltine  v.  Belfast,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1887),  79  Me.  411;  s.  c.  1  Am.  St. 
Rep.  330.  And  so,  also,  where 
there  is  a  statutory  provision  that 
dividends  on  preferred  stock  shall 
"not  exceed"  a  certain  percent- 
age, and  less  than  that  percent- 
afe  is  paid,  the  deficit  cannot  be 
claimed  out  of  the  profits  of  sub- 
sequent years.  Elkins  v.  Camden, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  233; 
Beach  on"  Railways,  §  289. 

81  Prouty  v.  Michigan,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  1  Hun,  655;  Thompson  v.  Erie 
Ry.  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  468;  Boardman 
V.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1881), 
84  N.  Y.  157;  Bailey  v.  Hannibal, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  1  Dill,  174;  Ellsworth 
V  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  98  N.  Y. 
648;  Henry  v.  Great  Northern,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  4  Kay  &  J.  1;  s.  c.  1  De 
Gex  &  J.  606;  Sturge  v.  Eastern, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.,  7  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  158 ; 
Smith  V.  Cork,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  I.  R. 
3  Eq.  356.  Of.  Chase  v.  Vanderbilt, 
62  N.  Y.  307. 

82Williston  V.  Michigan,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  95  Mass.  400;  Taft  v.  Hart- 
ford, etc.  R.  Co.  (1864),  8  R.  I. 
310;  Belfast,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Belfast, 
77  Me.  445;  Bates  v.  Androscoggin, 
■etc.  R.  Co.,  49  Me.  491;  West  Ches- 
ter, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  77  Pa. 


St.  321;  Prouty  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  563;  Hazeltine  v. 
Belfast  &  M.  H.  L.  R.  Co.  (1887), 
79  Me.  411;  St.  John  v.  Erie  Ry. 
Co.  (1874),  22  Wall.  136;  Bailey 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  17  Wall.  96; 
Thompson  v.  Erie  Ry.  Co.,  45  N. 
Y.  468;  Dickinson  v.  Railroad  Co., 
7  W.  Va.  390;  Richardson  v.  Ver- 
mont, etc.  R.  Co.,  44  Vt.  613;  Rut- 
land, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Thrall,  35  Vt. 
536;  Barnard  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  89  Mass.  512. 

S3  Chaffee  v.  Rutland  R.  Co. 
(1882),  55  Vt.  110,  133;  Moore  v. 
Hudson,  etc.  R.  Co.,  12  Barb.  156; 
Stevens  v.  South  Devon  R.  Co.,  9 
Hare,  313;  Browne  v.  Monmoiith- 
shire  Ry.  etc.  Co.,  13  Beav.  32. 

84  Hazeltine  v.  Belfast,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1887),  79  Me.  411;  Boardman 
V.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1881), 
84  N.  Y.  157;  Rutland,  etc.  R.  Co. 
v.  Thrall,  35  Vt.  536;  Williston 
V.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  Co.,  95  Mass. 
400;  Barnard  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  89  Mass.  512;  Davis  v.  Propri- 
etor, etc.,  49  Mass.  321;  Taft  v. 
Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1864),  8  R. 
I.  310;  Belfast,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Bel- 
fast (1887),  77  Me.  445;  Bates  v. 
Androscoggin,  etc.  R.  Co.,  49  Me. 
491;  Richardson  v.  Vermont,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  44  Vt.  ■613;   West  Chester 
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payment  of  dividends  upon  common  stock  will  be  restrained  until 
the  holders  of  guaranteed  stock  have  been  paid.'"  So,  also,  a  pref- 
erential shareholder  may  file  a  bill  to  restrain  the  company  from 
making  a  dividend  prejudicial  to  his  rights,  without  waiting  until 
there  are  funds  to  make  a  dividend.*"  Preferred  shareholders 
can  not,  however,  maintain  an  action  at  law  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  dividends  which  have  not  been  declared.*^ 

§  476.  Preferred  shareholders  are  not  corporate  creditors. — 
Dividends  upon  preferred  stock  are  not  a  debt  that  is  guaranteed, 
but  constitute  a  right  to  a  dividend  from  the  earnings  and  income 
of  the  corporation.  The  fight  to  a  dividend  is  not  a  debt.  There 
is  no  debt  until  the  dividend  is  declared.  The  obligation  and 
right  to  declare  it,  does' not  arise  until  there  is  a  fund  from  which 
it  can  properly  be  made.**  Therefore  preferred  shareholders  are 
not  creditors  of  the  company.*'    Except  as  to  the  matured  and  un- 


€tc.  R.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  77  Pa.  St. 
321;  Bryant  v.  Ohio  College,  1  Cin. 
67;  St.  John  v.  Erie  Ry.  Co.  (1874) 
22  Wall.  136;  Bailey  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  17  Wall.  96;  Prouty  v.  Lake 
Shore,  etc.  R.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  563; 
Thompson  v.  Erie  Ry.  Co.,  45  N.  Y. 
468;  Chase  v.  Vanderbilt,  37  N.  Y. 
Super  Ct.  Rep.  334;  Dickinson  t. 
Railroad  Co.,  7  W.  Va.  390. 

85  Adams  v.  Fort  Plain  Bank,  36 
N.  Y.  255;  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  12  N. 
Y.  41;  s.  c.  62  Am.  Dec.  130; 
Prouty  V.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  Co.,  1 
Hun,  655. 

86  Sturge  V.  Eastern,  etc.  R.  Co., 
7  De.  G.,  M.  &.  G.  158. 

sTWilliston  v.  Michigan,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  95  Mass.  400. 

88  Chaffee  v.  Rutland  R.  Co. 
(1882),  55  Vt.  110,  127;  In  re 
London,  etc.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  Eq.  525. 
In  the  principal  case  it  was  said 
that  it  became  necessary  for  the 
defendant,  consisting  of  the  second 
mortgage  bondholders,  to  raise 
money  to  pay  up  the  first  mort- 
gage in  order  to  save  the  property 
^rom  going  on  that  mortgage.  Two 
■ways '  were  open  to  them — one  to 
borrow  money,  the  other  to  sell 
stock.  They  decided  to  try  the  lat- 
ter method.  The  pressure  was  se- 
vere upon  them  and  the  amount 
to  be  raised  was  large.    The  stock, 


in  order  to  be  sold,  must  be  care- 
fully guarded.  The  issue  of  the 
preferred  stock  An  this  case  was 
made  as  It  usually  is,  that  is,  when 
the  corporation  has  reached  a  cri- 
sis in  its  affairs,  and  the  corpora- 
tors are  unwilling  or  unable  to  put 
more  or  sufficient  money  into  the 
business,  but  are  nevertheless  dis- 
posed to  give  those  who  will  do  so 
a  preference  in  profits.  Careful 
guards  are  therefore  usually 
thrown  around  preferred  stock  in 
the  charter  or  contract,  as  was 
done  in  this  case;  but  this  did  not 
change  the  character  of  the  trans- 
action. It  was  still  an  obtaining 
of  funds  by  sale  of  stock,  and  not 
a  borrowing  of  money  on  mort- 
gage. 

89  Warren  v.  King,  108  XJ.  S.  389 ; 
Belfast,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Belfast 
(1887),  77  Me.  445;  Chaffee  v.  Rut- 
'land,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1882),  55  Vt. 
110;  Taft  v.  Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1864),  8  R.  I.  310;  Pittsburg,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  County  of  Allegheny,  63 
Pa.  St.  126;  Lockhart  v.  Van  Al- 
styne  (1875),  31  Mich.  76;  s.  c.  18 
Am.  Rep.  156;  Bates  v.  Androscog-- 
gin,  etc.  R.  Co.,  49  Me.  491;  Ham- 
lin V.  Toledo,  etc.  R.  R.,  78  Fed. 
664;  People,  etc.  v.  St.  Louis,  etc. 
R.  R.,  176  111.  512;  Field  v.  Lam- 
son,  etc.  Co.,  162  Mass.  388. 


676  PEEFEEEED  OE  GUAEANTEED  STOCK.        [§  476. 

paid  guaranteed  dividends  due  on  preferred  stock.'"  The  rela- 
tion of  a  holder  of  preferred  stock  is,  in  some  of  its  aspects,  similar 
to  that  of  a  creditor ;  but  he  is  not  a  creditor  save  as  to  dividends, 
after  they  are  declared.  Nor  does  he  sustain  a  dual  relation  to 
the  corporation.  He  is  either  a  stockholder  or  a  creditor.  He 
can  not,  by  virtue  of  the  same  certificate,  be  both.  If  the  former, 
he  takes  a  risk  in  the  concerns  of  the  company,  not  only  as  to 
dividends  and  a  proportion  of -assets  on  the  dissolution  of  tha 
company,  but  as  to  the  statutory  liability  for  debts,  in  case  the 
corporation  becomes  insolvent.  If  the  latter,  he  takes  no  interest 
in  the  company's  affairs,  is  not  concerned  in  its  property  or  profits 
as  such,  but  his  whole  right  is  to  receive  an  agreed  compensation 
for  the  use  of  the  money  he  furnishes,  and  the  return  of  the  prin- 
cipal when  due.  Whether  he  is  the  one  or  the  other,  depends  upon 
a  proper  construction  of  the  contract  he  holds  with  the  company."* 
Thus,  under  an  act  to  enable  railroad  companies  to  redeem  their 
bonded  debts,  which  authorizes  the  issue  of  certificates  of  pre- 
ferred stock  and  does  not  authorize  the  issue  of  certificates  of  in- 
debtedness, the  owners  of  certificates  are  stockholders,  and  not 
creditors  of  a  corporation  whose  stockholders  adopt  a  resolution 
authorizing  the  issue  of  a  preferred  stock,  reciting  that  the  stock 
is  to  be  issued  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
which  is  referred  to  by  its  title  and  date  of  enactment,  which  res- 
olution is  made  a  part  of  the  certificates  thereafter  issued  by  the 
company.  For  the  terms  of  the  act  thereby  become,  in  legal  effect, 
a  part  of  the  certificates,  and  the  certificates  so  issued  will  be  held 

90  Heller  v.  National,  etc.  Bank,  whether  he  is  such  or  not.  How- 
89  Md.  602,  73  Am.  St.  ^ep.  212.  ever,  what  the  parties  in  the  given 

91  Miller  v.  Ratterman  (Ohio,  case  have  called  the  subject  of  the 
1890),  47  Ohio  St.  141.  In  this  contract  is  of  no  little  significance 
case  it  was  further  said  that  "a  in  determining  their  purpose,  and 
mortgage  creditor,  although  de-  when  that  purpose  is  ascertained 
nominated  a  'preferred  stockhold-  it  is  of  much  importance  in  giving 
er,'  is  a  mortgage  creditor  never-  construction  to  the  contract.  The 
theless,  and  interest  is  not  changed  object  of  all  rules  of  construction 
to  dividend  by  calling  it  a  divi-  is  to  arrive  at  the  meaning  of  the 
dend."  "The  anestion  is  not  what  parties.  What  was  the  object  to 
did  the  parties  call  it,  but  what  be  accomplished?  What  did  the 
do  the  facts  and  circumstances  re-  parties  intend,  and  are  the  means 
quire  the  court  to  call  it?  The  '  taken  in  harmony  with  that  intent 
aptness  of  this  language  arises  in  and  with  the  law  applicable  to  the 
a  case  where  it  has  been  deter-  subject.  These  are  questions  ad- 
mined  that  such  holder  is  a  cred-  dressed  to  the  court  in  this  case, 
itor.  It  may  not  furnish  material  and  when  answered  the  case  is  de- 
aid     in      ascertaining     the     fact  cided." 
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to  be  certificates  of  stock,  unless,  considering  the  whole  transac- 
tion, it  is  clear  that  the  piirpose  was  to  create  a  debt,  and  unless 
a  debt  was  in  fact  created."^  And  under  an  act  empowering  cer- 
tain counties  to  subscribe  for  preferred  stock  of  a  certain  railroad, 
to  bear  seven  per  cent,  interest,  it  was  held  that  a  county  was  not 
to  be  a  creditor,  but  a  stockholder,  and  that  an  expression  in  the 
certificate  "prior  and  in  preference  to  any  dividend  upon  the  cap- 
ital stock  of  the  company"  is  objectionable  as  implying  that  the 
county  was  not  a  stockholder."'  Without  express  legislative  au- 
thority, a  corporation  can  not  give  the  preferred  stockholder  any 
claim  for  dividend  superior  to  the  rights  of  creditors,  to  subject 
the  corporate  assets  to  the  payment  of  debts  due  them.  This 
would  be  contrary  to  public  policy.  Where  in  a  late  case  the  cer- 
tificate of  preferred  stock  recited  that  it  was  a  lien  on  the  corporate 
property,  the  court  said :  "If  the  purpose,  in  providing  for  these 
peculiar  shares  was  to  arrange  matters  so  that  under  any  circum- 
stances a  part  of  the  principal  of  the  stock  might  be  withdrawn 
before  the  full  discharge  of  all  corporate  debts,  the  device  would 
be  contrary  to  the  nature  of  capital  stock,  opposed  to  public  pol- 
icy, and  void  as  to  creditors  affected  thereby.""* 

§  477.  Whether  the  shareholder  of  preferred  stock  may  be 
given  a  lien. — Sometimes  under  express  authority  by  statute, 
certificates  in  the  form  of  certificates  of  preferred  stock  are  given 
as  security  to  creditors,  with  lien  upon  the  property,  and  provid- 
ing for  payment  to  them  of  a  "dividend"  of  a  certain  per  cent, 
before  payment  of  any  dividend  upon  the  common  stock ;  but  such 
is  held  to  be  a  certificate  of  indebtedness  and  not  a  certificate  of 
stock."^  Such  stock  is  not  technically  preferred  stock,  or  gov- 
erned by  the  ordinary  rules.  The  statute  governs  the  rights  of 
holders."'^  The  holders  of  so-called  preferred  stock,  may  be  se- 
cured by  mortgage,  and  will  be  treated  as  bona  fide  creditors."^ 
In  the  absence  of  express  provision,  preferred  stockholders,  as 
against  the  corporation,  have  no  rights  by  way  of  lien  or  other- 
wise, superior  to  the  lien  of  mortgage  bond-holders."* 

82  Miller    v^    Ratterman    (Ohio,         "5  Real  Estate,  etc.Co.  v.  Silver- 

1890),  47  Ohio  St.  141,  construing  berg,  108  Ga.  281. 
Ohio  Laws  of  1870,  89.        '  »8  Heller  v.  National,  etc.  Bank, 

93  state  V.  Cheraw,  etc.  R.  Co.,  16  89  Md.  602,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  212. 
S.  C.  524.  "'  Totten  v.  Tison,  54  Ga.  129. 

94  Hamlin  v.  Continental  Trust  98  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Balti- 
Co.  etc.,  47  II.  S.  App.  422,  78  Fed.  more,  etc.  Co.,  _82  Fed.  360. 

€64. 
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§  477a.  Cannot  be  stockholder  Eind  creditor  at  same  time. — 
As  the  preferred  stockholder  cannot  at  the  same  time  be  a  creditor 
of  the  corporation,  it  can  not  give  him  a  mortgage  to  secure  pay- 
ment of  the  preferred  dividend,  any  more  than  it  can  by  mortgage 
secure  payment  of  dividends  to  the  holder  of  common  stock.  In 
either  case,  dividends  are  payable  only  out  of  the  net  earnings  of 
the  corporate  business.  Preferred  stockholders  can  have  no  pre- 
ference over  creditors  of  the  corporation,  and  can  be  given  no- 
mortgage  or  other  lien  upon  the  corporate  earnings.  That  such 
a  mortgage  has  no  validity,  is,  with  few  exceptions,  the  consensus 
of  judicial  decisions. 

Income  bondholders,  with  voting  power  allowed  them  by  con- 
sent of  all  the  stockholders,  may  be  secured  by  mortgage,  as  in 
case  of  holders  of  other  bonds  of  the  corporation ;  but  they  never- 
theless remain  bondholders,  though,  in  a  few  decisions,  they 
have  been  referred  to  as  preferred  stockholders.  "A  mortgage- 
creditor,  although  denominated  preferred  stockholder,  is  a  mort- 
gage creditor  nevertheless,  and  interest  is  not  changed  into  a  div- 
idend by  calling  it  a  dividend."'* 

§  478.  Preferred  dividend  deferred  to  debts. — The  stock- 
holder must  come  after  the  creditors,  for  their  lien  is  prior  to  the 
right  of  every  stockholder.^  Therefore  earnings  may  be  devoted 
to  payment  of  a  floating  debt  in  preference  to  the  payment  of 
dividend  upon  preferred  stock.^  But,  after  payment  of  current 
expenses  and  interest  upon  its  bonded  indebtedness,  a  company 
can  not  in  lieu  of  paying  the  remainding  net  earnings  as  a  dividend 
to  preferred  stockholders,  set  it  apart  to  provide  a  sinking  fund 


99  Burt    V.    Rattle     (1876),     31  ory  there  was  an  unqualified  obli- 

Ohlo,  116.  gation   to   declare   and   pay   divi- 

1  Chaffee  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  dends  to  preferred  stockholders 
;  (1882),  55  Vt.  110,  126,  citing  Na-  from  the  earnings  and  income,  not- 
\  tional    Bank   v.    Douglass,    1    Mc-  withstanding  there  were  debts  of 

Crary,  86;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Howard,  the  company  greater  than  the  earn- 

7  Wall.  392;  Wood  v.  Dummer,  3  ings  and  income.  Under  this  claim/ 

Mason,   308;    Mumma  v.  Potomac  the  rule  universally  recognized  in 

Co.,  8  Pet.  286;   Curran  v.  Arkan-  the  books  that  the  property  of  a 

sas,  15  How.  304.  corporation     is     a     trust     fund,  , 

2  Chaffee  v.  Rutland,  etc.  R.  Co.  pledged  for  the  payment  of  the- 
(1882),  55  Vt.  110,  127.  In  this  debts  of  the  corporation,  and  the 
case  the  court  disposes  thus  of  distinction  everywhere  upheld  be- 
the  contrary  claim:  "The  only  tween  the  stockholder  and  a  cred- 
earnings  and  income  was  the  rental,  iter,  would  have  been  disregarded, 
which  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  In  our  view  the  terms  of  the  char- 
operating  expenses  and  the  float-  ter  neither  force  nor  import  such 
ing  debt.  Upon  the  plaintiff's  the-  construction." 
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for  the  payment  of  its  bonded  debt.*  And,  accordingly,  owners 
of  preferred  railroad  stock  entitled  to  an  annual  non-accu- 
mulating dividend,  dependent  on  a  declaration  of  profits  by  a 
board  of  directors,  can  compel  payment  to  themselves,  when  the 
board  has  reported  more  than  sufficient  net  profits  for  the  payment 
of  the  dividend,  but  has  determined  to  use  it  ,all  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  road.*  But  equity  will  not  interfere  when  by  so  doing 
an  injustice  would  be  wrought  upon  corporate  creditors  and  the 
other  stockholders,  by  taking  money  from  the  treasury  without 
which  the  enterprise  would  be  crippled.^  Preferred  stockholders, 
who  are  entitled  to  receive  interest  in  preference  to  the  payment 
of  dividends  on  the  common  stock,  and  after  payment  of  the 
mortgage  interest,  are  not  to  be  considered  prejudiced  by  the 
corporation  issuing  mortgage  bonds  consolidating  prior  and  sub- 
sequent indebtedness.*  For  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  upon 
the  whole  line  of  a  railroad  for  the  purpose  of  raising  funds  for 
the  company,  and  subsequent  to  the  issuance  by  the  corporation  of 
preferred  stock,  is  not  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  the  ordin- 
ary preference  stockholders.'  Again,  where  preferred  stock  was 
entitled  to  preferred  dividends  out  of  the  net  earnings  of  the  road 
after  payment  in  full  of  mortgage  interest  and  delayed  coupons, 
and  subseqitently  to  the  issue  of  this  stock  the  company  leased 
new  roads  and  borrowed  money  for  the  repair  and  equipment  of 
the  road,  as  it  had  a  right  to  do,  the  rent  of  the  new  road  and 
the  interest  on  this  borrowed  money  had  priority  over  the  pre- 
ferred stock.' 

§  479.  Right  of  preferred  shareholders  in  distribution  of 
corporate  assets  upon  dissolution. — Ordinarily  preferred  stock- 
holders are  given  no  priority  in  the  distribution  of  the  capital 
of  a  corporation  upon  its  dissolution  or  winding  up.     The  prefer- 

s  Hazletine    v.    Belfast,    etc.    R.  the   mortgage.     And  it  was  held 

Co.  (1887),  79  Me.  411;  's.  c.  1  Am.  that  the  company  was  not  entitled, 

St.  Rep.  330.    Here  a  railroad  com-  as    against    the    preferred    stock- 

pany  leased  its  road  for  a  term  of  holders  to  retain  the  sum  of  $19,900 

fifty  years,  expiring  in  1920,  at  the  as    a    contribution    to    a    sinking 

annual  rent  of  $36,000,  the  lessee  fund  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  debt 

undertaking  to  maintain  the  track,  when  it  became  due. 

etc.,  and  keep  it  in  repair.    There  *  Nickals    v.    New    York,    Lake 

was  a  mortgage  upon  the  road  for  Erie,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  15  Fed.  Rep.  575. 

$150,000,  payable  in  1890;  the  an-  ^  Culver  v.  Reno,  etc.  Co.,' 91  Pa. 

nual  interest  thereon  being  about  St.  367. 

$9,000.    The  company  had  no  float-  "  Thompson  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  45  N. 

ing  or  unsecured  debt,  and  there  Y.  468;  s.  o.  42  How.  Pr.  68. 

was  a  sum  of  $22,412  of  cash  in  ''  Garrett  v.  May,  19  Md.  177. 

the  treasury  after  payment  of  the  «  St.   John  v.   Erie  Ry.   Co.,   22 

current  expenses  and  interest  on  Wall.  137;   s.  c.  10  Blatch.  271. 
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ence  generally  given  is  merely  a  preference  in  the  distribution  of 
profits.  When  this  is  the  case  and  there  is  no  provision  for  the 
division  of  the  capital  upon  the  breaking  up  of  the  corporation, 
any  surplus  remaining  after  the  payment  of  debts  must  be  disr 
tributed  among  the  shareholders  according  to  their  shares,  without 
reference  to  their  rights,  in  respect  to  dividends."  A  preference, 
however,  in  the  distribution  of  capital,  as  well  as  in  the  distribution 
of  profits,  is  not  very  unusual,^"  and  is  sometimes  authorized  by 
the  articles  of  association,^^  being  under  some  circumstances  the 


9  McGregor  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  33 
N.  J.  Bq.  181;  In  re  London,  etc. 
Co.,  L.  R.  5  Bq.  519;  Griffith  v. 
Paget,  6  Ch.  Div.  511,  where  Mal- 
ins,  V.-C,  said:  "All  these  com- 
panies are  commercial  partner- 
ships, and  are,  in  the  absence  of 
express  provisions,  statutory  or 
otherwise,  subject  to  the  same  con- 
siderations. If,  In  an  ordinary- 
commercial  partnership,  one  or 
more  of  the  partners  has  a  larger 
share  of  the  profits  than  is  the 
proportion  borne  by  his  share  of 
the  capital  to  the  capital  of  the 
others,  whether  on  account  of  his 
services  (which  is  the  more  fre- 
quent ground  in  cases  of  partner- 
ship for  giving  the  larger  share), 
or  on  account  of  the  services  of 
others  given  to  the  partnership, 
which  is  sometimes,  done  espe- 
cially in  the  case  of  a  second  or 
third  generation,  that  privilege 
ceases  when  the  partnership  is  dis- 
solved. If  you  give  an  annuity  out 
of  profits  to  a  widow  during  the 
continuance  of  the  partnership, 
she  having  no  share  of  the  capital, 
of  course  that  ex  vi  termini  will 
come  to  an  end  at  the  dissolution 
of  the  partnership.  If  you  give  a 
managing  partner  a  salary,  or  a 
larger  share  of  the  profits  than  his 
proportion  of  the  capital,  of  course 
at  the  dissolution  the  management 
comes  to  an  end  and  his  large 
share  of  the  profits.  But,  in  the 
ordinary  case,  when  the  profits  are 
unequally  divided,  that  is,  un- 
equally  as    regards   the   share   of 


capital,  the  same  rule  prevails, 
and  that  is  quite  Independent  of 
the  circumstances  whether  the  ex- 
cess of  profits  is  given  for  services 
or  given  to  a  sleeping  partner  for 
the  use  of  his  name  or  otherwise. 
When  the  partnership  comes  to  an 
end,  the  right  of  the  share  of  the 
profits  comes  to  an  end  also,  and 
you  distribute  the  assets,  after 
providing  for  the  profits  earned  up 
to  the  time  of  distribution,  in  pro- 
portion to  the  partners'  shares  of 
the  partnership  capital.  That  is 
the  general  rule  of  law  In  a  com- 
mercial paprtnership.  Therefore 
you  would  distribute  the  assets 
simply  in  proportion  to  the  cap- 
ital. This  is'  a  commercial  part- 
nership. Therefore  if  there  were 
no  provision  to  be  found  anywhere, 
you  would  distribute  the  assets  in 
proportion  to  the  capital,  and  the 
mere  arrangement  for  the  division 
of  profits  inter  se  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  partnership,  would 
have  no  direct  bearing  on  the  di- 
vision of  the  capital,  as  distin- 
guished from  profits  earned  up  to 
the  time  of  the  dissolution,  after 
the  dissolution  of  the  company." 

loTaft  V.  Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1864),  8  R.  I.  310;  West  Chester; 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  77  Pa.  St. 
321. 

11  Melhado  v.  Hamilton,  21  W.  R. 
619;  Hutton  v.  Scarborough,  etc. 
Co.,  2  Drew.  &  Sm.  514.  Thus 
where  a  company,  having  power  to 
increase  its  capital  to  such  amount 
and  upon  such  termB  and  either 
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only  means  of  raising  a  working  capital  for  the  business.^'  So, 
under  a  general  statute,  directing  that  in  the  distribution  of  capital 
the  holders  of  preferred  stock  shall  be  first  paid,  before  any  dis- 
tribution is  made  to  the  holders  of  the  common  stock,  preferred 
stock  is  entitled  to  preference  in  the  distribution  of  capital.^^  In 
distributing  the  assets  after  payment  of  debts,  no  account  should 
be  taken  of  dividends  previously  paid  to  preferred  stockholders.^* 
§  480.  Capital  stock.  Nature  and  amount.  Exchange  of 
common  stock  for  preferred. — ^The  issue  of  certificates  of  in- 
debtedness by  a  corporation  in  place  of  the  preferred  stock  and 
immediate  retirement  of  such  certificates  by  the  issue  of  common 
stock  in  their  stead,  does  not  operate  as  reduction  of  the  capital 
stock,  nor  as  increase  of  the  common  stock.^°  Preferred  stock 
may  be  issued  for  the  purpose  of  exchanging  and  retiring  the 
common  stock.^*  In  the  absence  of  any.  charter  or  statutory  re- 
striction, and  where  no  discrimination  is  unfairly  made  between 
stockholders,  common  stock    may  be  exchanged    \ot   preferred 


■with  or  without  special  privi- 
leges or  preferences  to  the  hold- 
ers of  the  shares  in  the  increased 
capital,  as  it  should  deem  ex- 
pedient, raised  further  capital  by 
the  issue  of  shares  entitled  to  a 
preferential  interest  of  ten  per 
cent,  per  annum,  the  amount  of 
the  shares  to  be  repaid  on  six 
months'  notice,  with  twenty-five 
per  cent,  bonus,  the  payment  of 
interest,  repayment  and  bonus  to 
take  place  before  any  dividend,  in- 
terest or  other  money  was  pay- 
able to  the  original  shareholders, 
it  was  held  that  the  company  had 
conferred  a  preference  as  to  cap- 
ital as  well  as  dividends  upon  the 
new  shareholders,  and  that  they 
were  entitled  to  the  surplus  in 
preference  to  the  original  share- 
holders. In  re  Bangor,  etc.  Co., 
L.  R.  20  Eq.  59. 

12  In  re  Bangor,  etc.  Co.,  L.  R. 
20  Bq.  59. 

;i3  McGregor  v.  Home  Ins.  Co., 
33  N.  J.  Eq.  181.  Under  Virginia 
Act  of  December  13,  1865,  author- 
izing the  defendant  corporation 
to  increase  its  capital  stock  to 
such  extent  as  might  be  requisite 


to  enable  it  to  liquidate  all  ar- 
rears of  debts.  Interest  and  divi- 
dends, and  to  make  such  portion 
of  the  increased  capital  stock  as 
it  might  deem  advisable  a  guar- 
antied stofck,  on  which  dividends 
of  not  exceeding  seven  per  cent, 
per  annum  might  be  guarantied,  it 
was  held  that  in  case  of  a  divis- 
ion of  assets,  these  guarantied 
stockholders  must  be  paid,  if 
need  be,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
holders  of  common  stock.  Gordon 
V.  Richmond,  etc.  R.  Co.,  78  Va. 
501. 

"Griffith  V.  I*a:get,  6  Ch.  Div. 
511. 

15  Weiderfield  v.  Northern  Pac. 
Ry.  (Minn.  1904),  129  Fed.  305 
(U.  S.  C.  C.  A.). 

16  West  Chester,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Jackson  (1875),  77  Pa.  St.  321. 
The  New  York  "Stock  Corpora- 
tion Law"  of  1890,  provides: 
Every  domestic  corporation  hav- 
ing preferred  and  common  stock 
may  upon  the  written  request  of 
the  holder  of  any  preferred 
stock  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the 
directors,  exchange  the  same  for 
common   stock,   and   issue   certifi- 
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stpck.^''  If  the  proposition  to  common  stockholders  to  take  pre- 
ferred stock,  on  the  surrender  of  part  of  these  shares  or  an  ad- 
ditional payment,  or  the  like,  contains  any  time  limit,  it  is  of  the 
essence  of  the  offer.^'  If  no  time  is  thus  fixed,  the  right  must  be 
exercised  within  a  reasonable  time.  The  principle  on  which  it 
is  held  that  where,  in  an  executory  contract,  one  stipulates  to  do 
some  act,  and  no  time  is  limited,  it  is  to  be  done  in  a  reasonable 
time,  applies  where  one  is  entitled  to  a  privilege,  or  receives  an 
offer,  of  which  he  may  at  his  own  option  take  advantage.  He 
must  avail  himself  of  the  privilege  and  exercise  his  option  within 
a  reasonable  time.^°  A  delay  of  thirty-three  years  has  been  held 
unreasonable.^" 

§  481.  "Special  stock,"  in  Massachusetts. — The  character- 
istics of  the  special  stock  of  Massachusetts  are,  that  it  is  limited 
in  amount  to  two-fifths  of  the  actual  capital;  it  is  subject  to  re- 
demption by  the  corporation  at  par  after  a  fixed  time,  to  be  ex- 
pressed in  the  certificates ;  the  corporation  is  bound  to  pay  a  fixed 
half-yearly  sum  or  dividend  upon  it  as  a  debt;  the  holders  of 
it  are  in  no  event  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  corporation  beyond 
their  stock;  and  the  issue  of  special  stock  makes  all  the  general 
stockholders  liable  for  all  debts  and  contracts  of  the  corporation 
until  the  special  stock  is  fully  redeemed.^^  The  guaranty  of 
dividends  upon  this  stock  is  not  conditioned  upon  the  profits  of 
the  enterprise. ^^  And  where  there  are  no  profits,  they  must  be 
paid  out  of  any  property  owned  by  the  company;  the  holders  of 
stock  of  this  kind  being  regarded  as  creditors  of  the  corporation 
in  respect  of  the  guaranteed  dividends.^**     As  the  statute  defines 

cates  for  common  stock  therefor  is  Wilson  v.   Clements,   3  Mass. 

share    for    share,    or    upon    sucl)i  1,  13;    Atwood  v.   Cobb,   16   Pick, 

other  valuation  as  may  have  been  227;    Loring   v.    Boston,    7    Meto. 

agreed  upon  in  the  scheme  for  the  410,  414;  Holland  v.  Cheshire  Ry. 

organization  of  such  corporation,  Co.    (Mass.   1890),   24   N.   E.  Rep. 

or  the   issue   of  preferred  stock;  206;  s.  c.  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  49. 

but  the   total   amount    of   capital  20  Holland   v.    Cheshire    R.    Co. 

stock     shall     not     be     increased  (Mass.   1890),    8   Ry.   &   Corp.   L. 

thereby.    N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  cb.  J.  49. 

564,  §  47.  21  Mass.  Stats,  of  1855,  ch.  290, 

"Holland   v.    Cheshire   R.   Co.,  of  1870,  ch.  224,   §§   25,   39;    Pub. 

151  Mass.  231.  Stat,  eh.  106,  §§  42,  61;  American 

18  Pearson  v.  London,  etc.  R.  Co.,  Tube   Works   v.    Boston,    etc.    Co. 

14  Sim.  541;  Muhlenberg  v.  Phil-  (1885),  139  Mass.  5. 

adelphia,  etc.  R.  Co.,  47  Pa.  St.  16;  "Williams    v.    Parker     (1884), 

Holland  v.   Cheshire   R.   Co.,    151  136  Mass.   204;    Allen  v.  Herrick, 

Mass.  231;  Loomis  v.  Chicago,  etc.  81  Mass.  274. 

Ry.  Co.,  97  Fed.  755,  102  Fed.  233.  23  Allen    v.    Herrick,    81    Mass. 
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the  mode  in  which  special  stock  may  be  issued,  a  departure  from 
the  statutory  requirements  invalidates  the  issue ;  as,  for  instance, 
where  at  a  meeting  called  to  consider  whether  preferred  stock 
shall  be  issued,  a  vote  to  issue  special  stock  is  had,  or  where  the 
record  fails  to  show  the  assent  of  the  required  number  of  stock- 
holders. And  a  holder  of  stock  thus  illegally  issued  can  not,  by 
estoppel  or  otherwise,  become  a  member  in  respect  to  such  shares.^* 
But  a  holder  of  special  stock  which  is  illegally  issued,  may  prove 
against  the  estate  of  the  corporation  in  insolvency  the  amount 
'  paid  by  him  for  the  stock,  deducting  any  dividends  received,  al- 
though he  did  not  rescind  the  contract  before  insolvency.^^ 

§  482.  Rights  of  preferred  stockholders. — The  contemplated 
rights  of  the  preferred  stockholder  are  governed  largely  by  the 
contract.  The  percentage  of  the  dividend' is  always  fixed  at  the 
time  of  the  issue. ^°  The  same  rules,  when  applicable,  govern  as 
in  common  stock,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  preference,  and  this,  if 
not  otherwise  shown,  is  evidenced  by  the  certificate,  and  acquies- 
cence of  the  corporation  in  the  certificate.^^  The  preferred  stock- 
holder has  the  same  rights  as  the  common  stockholders  in  the 
management  of  the  corporation,  except  as  any  such  right  may  have 
been  expressly  withheld  by  the  terms  of  the  contract.  "Holders- 
of  'preferred  stock'  have  no  special  control  over  the  corporation 
or  its  management.  Stockholders  are  the  constituent  elements 
of  a  corporation,  and  in  this  case  there  is  no  other  difference  be- 
tween the  two  classes  than  this :  one  is  to  be  paid  interest  out  of 
a  certain  fund,  if  raised,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other,,  if  such 
fund  is  inadequate  to  pay  both.  The  corporation  is  in  no  sense 
the  trustee  for  the  holders  of  preferred  stock.  Its  duty  is  to  each 
alike  according  to  the  conditions  attached  to  the  stock  of  each."^* 
Preferred  stockholders  have  a  perpetual,  inextinguishable  prior 
right  to  a  portion  of  the  earnings  of  the  company  before  the 
holders  of  the  common  stock  inay  have  anything  therefrom,  un- 
less forbidden  in  the  charter  or  by  statute.  The  classification  of 
the  capital  stock  into  the  two  classes  of  preferred  stock  and  com- 

274;    "Williams  V.   Parker    (1884),  2?  Toledo,   etc.    R.   R.   v.    Conti- 

136  Mass.  204.  nental    Trust    Co.,    95    Fed.    497; 

2*  American  Tube  Works  v.  Bos-  Stafford  v.   Produce   Co.,   61   Ohio 

ton,  etc.  Co.,  139  Mass.  5.  St.  160,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  371. 

35  Reed     V.     Boston,     etc.     Co.  ^s  Thompson  v.  Brie  Ry.  Co.,  42 

(1886),  141  Mass.  454.  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  68. 

28  Scott  V.  Baltimore,  etc.  R.  R., 
93  M.d.  475. 
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mon  stock  may  be  made,  but  it  must  be  made  in  the  first  instance 
before  any  subscriptions  are  made.  Then  each  subscriber  will 
know  for  what  class  he  subscribes.  Where  the  by-laws  declare 
the  whole  amount  of  the  capital  stock,  divide  it  into  shares  of 
equal  amount,  and  the  shares  are  issued  therefor,  it  is  then  too 
late  to  issue  preferred  stock,  without  the  unanimous  consent  of 
the  stockholders.  Their  rights  to  their  shares  are  vested  rights, 
protected  by  the  constitutional  provision  which  forbids  the  im- 
pairment of  vested  rights.  There  is  no  power  in  the  corporation 
nor  in  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,  to  provide  by 'by-law  for  the 
creation  of  .a  preferred  stock  so  as  to  bind  a  minority  of  the  stock- 
holders not  assenting  thereto.^' 

§  483.  (a)  Right  to  vote  at  corporate  meetings. — Preferred 
stockholder  has  the  same  right  as  holders  of  common  stock  to  vote 
a.t  corporate  meetings,^"  except  where  it  is  expressly  provided  that 
the  preferred  stock  carries  with  it  no  right  to  vote.^'-  He  is  en- 
titled to  a  certificate  of  stock  showing  his  preference  right.^^ 

§  484.  (b)  Upon  consolidation. — Upon  consolidation  and 
merger  of  the  corporation  that  issued  the  preferred  stock  to  a 
new  corporation,  it  must  issue  the  preferred  dividend,  in  every 
way  according  to  the  obligation  of  the  old  company.^^ 

§  485,  (c)  Upon  increase  or  reduction  of  the  capital  stock. — 
Upon  increase  or  reduction  of  the  capital  stock,  holders  of  the 
preferred  stock  have  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  holders  of 
the  common  stock.'* 

§  486.  (d)  Upon  dissolution  and  winding  up. — ^Upon  dissolu- 
tion and  winding  up,  the  preferred  stockholders  have  no.  greater 
right  than  holders  of  common  stock,  to  share  in  the  distribution 
of  the  corporate  assets.'^  Neither  the  preferred  or  common 
stockholders  are  entitled  to  anything  until  the  corporate  creditors 
are  paid.''     The  stock  was  preferred  in  respect  to  dividends,  and 

29  Kent   v.    Quicksilver   M.    Co.  ss  Boardman  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc. 

(1879),  78  N.  Y.  159.  R.  R.,  84  N.  Y.  157. 

soLockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne,   31  s*  Jones  v.  Concord,  etc.  R.  R., 

Micli.  76,  18  Am.  Rep.  156;  Mack-  67  N.  H.  119,-68  Am.  St.  Rep.  650; 

intosh.  V.  Flint,  etc.  Co.,  32   Fed.  In  re  Quebrada,  etc.   Co.,   40  Ch. 

350,  34  Fed.  582.  DiV,  363. 

31  Miller  v.  Ratterman,  47  Ohio  s^  Gordon's  Ex'rs  v.  Richmond, 
St.  141.  etc.  Co.,  78  Va.  501. 

32  State  V.  Cheraw,  etc.  R.  R.,  18  ss  Heller  v.  National.  etc. 
S.  C.  524.  Bank,  89  Md.  602,  73  Am.  St.  Rep. 

212,  45  L.  R.  A.  438. 
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not  as  to  the  capital  stock.     In  its  distribution,  the  preferred 
holder  becomes  a  common  stockholder.'^ 

§  487-  (e)  Liabilities  of  preferred  stockholders. — The  holders 
of  preferred  stock,  in  the  absence  of  contrary  express  provision, 
are  subject  to  the  same  liabilities  as  holders  of  the  common  stock ; 
as,  in  case  of  corporate  insolvency,  to  the  full  payment  of  their 
subscriptions,^"  and  are  subject  to  statutory  liability,  the  same  as 
common  stockholders,  as  where  stockholders  are  held  individually 
liable  to  creditors  beyond  the  par  value  of  their  share."  And 
they,  the  same  as  the  common  stockholders,  are  liable  to  corporate 
creditors  for  illegal  dividends  paid  on  their  stock.*" 

37  Coltrane  v.  Baltimore,  etc.  so  Kallroad  Co.  v.  Smith,  48 
Assn.,  110  Fed.  281.  Ohio  St.  219. 

38  Sanger  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  56.         *»  American,   etc.   Co.   v.   Eddy 

(Mich.  1902),  89  N.  W.  952. 
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§  488.  Lien  of  the  corporation. — ^At  common  law  a  corpora- 
tion has  no  lien  upon  the  shares  of  its  capital  stock  for  any  debt 
due  from  its  shareholders  to  the  company.^  It  may  be  created, 
however,  by  statute,*  or  by  usage  and  a  known  course  of  dealing,* 
or  by  an  agreement  between  the  shareholders,*  or  by  a  by-law  of 
the  company."*  In  an  early  case  in  Pennsylvania  there  was  no 
by-law  of  the  banking  company  or  written  regulation  of  its  board 
of  directors,  giving  a  lien  tfpon  the  stock,  but  the  court  held  that 
a  lien  arose  from  the  borrowing  of  money  from  the  bank  with 
knowledge  of  its  usage  in  that  regard,  and  said,  "a  course  of  deal- 
ing— a  usage,  an  understanding,  a  contract  express  or  implied — 
is  the  lien  of  the  parties  and  a  law  to  them,  provided  they  are 


iGimmell  v.  Davis  (1892),  75 
Md.  546;  Case  v.  Citizens,'  etc., 
iOO  U.  S.  446,  958. 

2  Union  Bank  v.  Laird  (1817), 
2  Wheat.  390;  National  Bank  v. 
Watsontown  Bank  (1881),  105 
U.  S.  217;  Leggett  v.  Bank  of 
Sing  Sing,  24  N.  Y.  283. 

3  Morgan  v.  Bank  of  North 
America,  8  Serg.  &  R.  73,  881 
s.  c.  11  Am.  Dec.  575. 

4Vansands  v.  Middlesex  County 
Bank,  26  Conn.  144. 

» John,  etc.  Co.  v.  Woodside 
(1898),  87  Md.  146;  Bank  of  Holly 


Springs  v.  Pinson,  58  Miss.  421; 
s.  0.  38  Am.  Rep.  330;  Mechanics' 
Bank  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  45  Mo. 
513;  s.  c.  100  Am.  Dec.  388;  Spur- 
lock  V.  Pacific  R.  Co.,  61  Mo.  319; 
Pendergast  v.  Bank  of  Stockton, 
2  Sawy.  108;  Knight  v.  Old  Nat. 
Bank,  3  Clifeord,  429;  In  re  Bach- 
man,  12  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  223; 
McDowell  v.  Bank,  1  Harr.  (Del.) 
27;  St.  Louis,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Good- 
fellow,  9  Mo.  149 ;  People  v.  Crock- 
ett, 9  Cal.  112;  Child  v.  Hudson's 
Bay  Co.,  2  P.  Wms.  207. 
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not  repugnant  to  the  charter  or  the  laws  of  the  land.  .  .  .  The 
bank  had  an  undoubted  right  to  say  to  any  stockholder,  "We  dis- 
count your  note ;  but  remember  until  it  is  paid  we  shall  hold  your 
stock  in  security.  You  shall  not  be  permitted  to  transfer  it  until 
you  pay  us.' ""  The  lien  of  the  corporation  is  only  to  secure  it 
upon  debts  of  the  registered  shareholder.  It  does  not  extend  to 
the  interest  of  an  unregistered  transferee,  for  debts  due  from  him 
to  the  company.'' 

§  489.  Waiver  of  the  lien. — Allowance  by  the  corporation, 
of  registry  of  a  transfer  of  the  stock  and  issue  of  new  certificate 
to  the  transferee,  is  a  waiver  of  its  lien  as  to  debts  .of  the  trans- 
ferrer. Failure  to  assert  a  lien  established  by  custom  or  agree- 
ment, or  created  by  by-law,  may  operate  as  a  waiver  thereof.  But 
c  charter  or  statutory  lien,  notice  of  which  is  embodied  in  the 
stock  certificates,  is  not  ordinarily  waived  by  mere  failure  to  assert 
it,*  unless  the  language  of  the  statute  which  is  construed  to  create 
a  lien,  is  to  the  effect  that  the  shares  shall  not  be  transferred  until 
the  prior  holder's  indebtedness  to  the  company  has  been  paid; 
in  which  case  the  company  waives  its  lien  by  permitting  registra- 
tion without  previous  payment ;  and  the  transferee  thus  registered 
obtains  a  complete  and  unincumbered  title.^  If  it  appear  that 
advances  were  made  to  the  stockholder  upon  personal  credit  alone, 
or  on  some  other  security,  without  reference  to  the  stock,  this 
would  constitute  a  waiver  of  the  lien :  but  otherwise  waiver  is  not 
to  be  lightly  presumed.^"  Merely  taking  additional  security  is 
not  a  waiver.^^    And  so,  in  a  case  in  California,  it  was  held  that 

«  Wain  V.  Bank  of  Nortli  Amer-  Northern  Assam  Tea  Co.,  L.  R.  10 

ica,  8  Serg.  &  R.  89;  Hammond  v.  Bq.  458;  Higgs  v.  Assam  Tea  Co., 

Hastings  (1890),  134  U.  S.  401.  L.  R.  4  Ex.  387. 

7  Helm  V.  Swiggett,  12  Ind.  194j  10  Jennings    v.    Bank    of    Cali- 

8  Reese  V.  Bank  of  Commerce,  14  fornla  (1889),  79  Cal.  323';  s.  c. 
Md.  271;  s.  c.  74  Am.  Dec.  536;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  ,150,  151, 
Hoffman,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cumberland,  -where  it  was  said  that  the  facts 
■etc.  Co.,  16  Md.  456;  s.  c.  77  Am.  that  the  bank's  cashier  testified 
Dec.  311;  McCready  v.  Rumsey,  6  that  "If  a  party  is  in  good  stand- 
Duer,  574;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  ing,  we  don't  question  his  right 
Hartford,  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  45  Conn,  to  a  transfer,"  and  that  the  stock- 
22.  Cf.  National  Bank  v.  Watson-  holder  was  allowed  a  large  over- 
town  Bank,  105  U.  S.  217;  In  re  draft,  do  not  show  that  the  loan 
Hoylake  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  257,  was  made  on  his  personal  credit 
259.  alone,  so  as  to  waive  the  lien  on 

9  Cecil  Bank  v.  Watsontown  the  stock.  Cf.  Union  Bank  v. 
Bank,  105  U.  S.  217;  Hill  v.  Paine  Laird,  2  Wheat.  390. 

River  Bank,  45  N.  H.  300;   In  re  11  Union     Bank     v.     Laird,     2 

Hoylake  Ry.  Co.,  9  Ch.  257;  In  re     Wheat.  390. 


688  LIENS  UPON  STOCK.  [§§  490, 491. 

a  reorganization  of  a  banking  company,  and  the  adoption  of  by- 
laws providing  that  certificates  of  stock  "shall  be  transferable  by 
indorsement  and  delivery  thereof,  the  transfer  to  be  complete  and 
binding  upon  the  bank  only  when  recorded  upon  the  books  of 
the  bank,"  is  not  a  waiver  of  the  stipulation  in  the  certificate  or 
of  the  lien  created  thereby. ^^  A  waiver  as  to  part  of  the  shares 
is  not  a  waiver  as  to  all.^' 

§  490.  Distinctipn  between  statutory  and  other  liens. — • 
There  is  this  distinction,  however,  between  a  lien  created  by 
charter  or  statute  and  one  created  in  any  other  way,  to  wit,  that 
all  persons  are  affected  with  notice  of  the  former.^* 

§  491.  Notice  of  the  lien. — If  the  lien  is  expressly  given  by 
charter  or  statute,  it  is  notice  to  all  purchasers  of  shares,^"  without 
its  recital  in  the  stock  certificates. '^^  There  is  no  presumption  of 
notice  in  respect  to  a  lien  established  by  custom,  agreement  or  by- 
law.^'^  A  transfer  of  shares  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value, 
vests  the  title  between  the  seller  and  the  corporation  free  of  equi- 
ties of  which  the  purchaser  was  ignorant,  although  provided  for 
by^a  by-law  of  the  corporation.^'  Accordingly,  it  is  customary, 
where  there  is  no  charter  or  statutory  lien,  to  embody  in  the  cer- 
tificates representing  the  shares,  a  notice  that  the  company  will 
not  permit  registration  of  a  transfer  of  the  stock  until  payment 
of  all  indebtedness  due  to  it  from  the  shareholder.  This  notice 
may  be  embodied  in  the  certificate  whether  there  is  any  by-law  so 
prescribing  or  not,  notwithstanding  that  the  terms  on  which  stock 
may  be  transferred  are  prescribed  by  statute.^'  And  when  the 
stockholder  accepts  a  certificate  containing  such  a  condition,  with- 
out objection,  and  thereafter  borrows  money  from  the  corporation, 
he  assents  'to  the  condition,  and  the  company  has  an  equitable  lien 
on  the  stock  for  the  amount  due  it.^°     In  a  Connecticut  case  in 

12  Jennings  v.  Bank  of  Cali-  iBHammon  v.  Hastings  (1890), 
fomia    (1889),  79  Cal.   323;    s.  c.      134  U.  S.  401. 

12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  149.  "  As  to  the  force  of  by-laws  cre- 

13  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hartford  ating  a  lien,  vide  supra,  §§  164, 
Ins.    Co.,    45    Conn.    22.      Contra,      165. 

Presbyterian  Congregation  v.  Car-  is  Anglo-Californian     Bank     v. 

lisle  Bank,  5  Pa.  St.  345.  Grangers'  Bank,  63  Cal.  359. 

14  Vide  supra,  §  492.  Cf.  Ham-.  i»  Jennings  v.  Bank  of  Cali- 
mon  V.  Hastings  (1890),  134  V.  S.  fornia  (1889),  79  Cal.  323;  s.  c. 
401.  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145. 

IB  Dorr    V.    Life    Ins.,    etc.    Co.  20  Jennings    v.    Bank    of    Cali- 

(1898),  71  Minn.  38.  fomia    (1889),  79  Cal.  323;    s.  c. 

12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  148. 
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point,  the  shareholder  brought  suit  for  damages  against  a  banking 
company  for  refusing  to  transfer  his  shares.  No  lien  was  given 
the  bank,  either  by  its  by-laws  or  by  charter  or  by  statute.  The 
stock  certificates,  however,  contained  a  condition  to  the  effect 
that  the  transfer  upon  the  bonds  should  be  subject  to  the  indebted- 
ness of  the  stockholder ;  and  the  court  held  that  the  acceptance  of 
the  certificate  without  objection,  and  a  subsequent  loan  by  means 
of  the  discount  of  a  note,  effected  a  contract  which  created  an 
equitable  lien  for  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness.^*  The  fact 
that  the  condition  is  inserted  in  the  certificate  by  the  president, 
cashier,  and  secretary  of  the  bank,  without  authority  of  the  board 
of  directors,  is  immaterial  as  against  the  borrower,  as  these  of- 
ficers will  be  presumed  to  have  authority  to  arrange  the  terms  of 
the  loan.^"  The  fact  that  there  was  no  usage  from  which  such 
a  lien  could  arise,  is  no  defense  to  its  enforcement,  where  it  does 
not  appear  that  there  was  any  usage  against  it.^^  An  assignee  of 
the  certificates  of  shares  which  are  transferable  only  on  the  books 
of  the  company,  takes  not  the  legal  title  but  a  mere  equity  which 
must  yield  to  the  superior  equity  of  the  company's  lien.^*  And, 
at  any  rate,  the  condition  respecting  the  lien  usually  contained  in 
the  certificates  themselves,  is  sufficient  to  put  the  assignee  upon 
inquiry.^'     The  lien  does  not  extend  to  debts  contracted  after  the 

'     21  Vansands  v.  Middlesex  Bank,  an  assignee  of  the  certificate  takes 

26  Conn.  144.  subject  to  the  bank's  equity,  and, 

22  Jennings  v.  Bank  of  Call-  as  the  condition  is  sufficient  to 
fornia  (1889),  79  Cal.  323;  s.  c.  put.  him  on  inquiry,  he  is  not  a 
12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  149,  where  hona  fide  purchaser.  Jennings  v. 
the  court  said:  "The  officers  who  Bank  of  California  '(1889),  79  Cal. 
transact  the  ordinary  business  of  323;  s.  c.  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  151, 
a  corporation  are  presumed  to  citing  Vansands  v.  Middlesex 
have  authority  to  do  all  acts  Bank,  26  Conn.  153,  154;  Taylor 
which  are  usual  and  incidental  v.  Weston,  77  Cal.  534;  Stebbins 
thereto.  McKiernan  v.  Lenzen,  56  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.,  3  Paige,  361; 
Cal.  63,  64;  Donnell  v.  Lewis  Union  Bank  v.  Laird,  2  Wheat. 
County  Bank,  80  Mo.  171;  Rey-  393;  McReady  v.  Rumsey,  6  Duer, 
nolds  V.  Collins,  78  Ala.  97;   Case  582. 

V.  Citizens'  B9,nk,  100  V.  S.  455."  20  Jennings    v.    Bank    of    Cali- 

23  Jennings  v.  Bank  of  Call-  fornia  (1889),  79  Cal.  323;  s.  c. 
fornia  (1889),  79  Cal.  323;  s.  0.  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  151,  distin- 
12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  150.  guishing   Anglo-Californian   Bank 

24  Under  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  324,  v.  Grangers'  Bank,  63  Cal.  362, 
providing  that  a  transfer  of  stock  where  no  condition  was  embodied 
by  indorsement,  and  delivery  of  in  the  certificate  and  the  by-law 
the  certificate,  "is  not  valid,  ex-  -relied  on  was  not  referred  to 
cept    between    the    parties,    until  therein  nor  printed  thereon. 

the  same  is  entered  on  the  books," 

Vol.  II  —  44 


690 


LIENS   trPON   STOCK. 


[§  492. 


company  has  received  notification  of  the  transfer  f^  but  the  un- 
registered assignee  of  the  certificates  having  given  no  notice  to 
the  company,  is  in  no  better  position  as  to  advances  to  his  as- 
signor after  the  transfer  than  as  to  those  made  before.  For,  ac- 
cording to  the  usual  form,  the  indebtedness  secured  is  that  of  the 
person  in  whose  name  the  stock  stands  on  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany.^' But  notice  of  an  equitable  claim  given  a  company,  is 
effectual  only  for  a  reasonable  time,  and  operates  only  as  a  notice 
not  to  allow  registration  of  a  transfer  without  giving  the  claimant 
an  opportunity  to  establish  his  right.^' 

§  492.  Statutory  and  charter  liens. — In  England,  and  in 
many  of  the  American  States,  corporations  have  a  statutory  lien 
upon  the  stock  of  their  shareholders  for  debts  due  from  them  to 
the  company ,^°  which,  unless  especially  restricted  to  a  certain 


26  Conant  v.  Seneca  County 
Bank,  1  Ohio  St.  298.  See,  how- 
ever, Union-  Bank  v.  Laird,  2 
Wheat.  390.  It  is  held  in  England 
that  the  company  has  no  priority 
of'  lien  over  an  equitable  incum- 
brancer who  advanced  money  on 
a  deposit  of  the  certificates,  with 
notice  to  the  company,  before  the 
debt  to  the  company  became  due. 
Bradford  Banking  Co.  v.  Briggs, 
etc.  Co.,  31,  Ch,  Div.  19;  s.  c.  12 
App.  Gas.  29.  See,  alsoj  Miles  v. 
New  Zealand,  etc.  Co.,  32  Ch.  Div. 
266. 

27  Jennings  v.  Bank  of'  Cali- 
fornia (1889),  79  Cal.  323;  s.  c. 
12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145.  In  Norton  v. 
Norton,  43  Ohio  St.  509,  a  stock- 
holder who  owed  the  corporation 
which  issued  the  stock,  had 
pledged  the  shares  for  a  debt,  and 
had  delivered  them  to.  his  pledgee 
with  an  absolute  power  to  sell 
and  demand  a  transfer  on  the  cor- 
porate books;  but  the- pledgee  not 
having  exercised  that  power,  it 
was  held  thatt  the.  corporation 
ipight  attach  the-  stockholder's  in- 
terest, compel  a  sale,  and  have  the 
surplus  remaining  after  the  pay- 
ment of  the  pledgee's  debt  ap- 
plied to  the  payment  of  the  debt 
due  the  corporation;  and  that  the 
attachment  took  precedence   over 


a  later  attachment  by  another 
creditor  by  garnishee  process 
served  on  the  pledgee. 

28  Societe  Generale  de  Paris  v. 
Tramways  Union  Co.,  14  Q.  B. 
Div.  424,  448;  Bradfbrd  Banking 
Go.  V.  Briggs,  12  App,  Cas.  29. 

29  E.  g.  Va.  Code  of  1860,  ch.  57, 
§§  21,  22,.  24;  Wis.  Rev.  Stat., 
I  1751;  Pa.  General  Railroad  Law 
of  1849;  Oregon  Miscel.  Laws,  ch. 
32,  §  3230;  The  Companies  Clauses 
Act  of  1845,  8  Vie,  ch.  16,  §  16. 
The  New  York  "Stock  Corporation 
Law"  of  1890  enacts  that  no 
share  shall  be  transferable  until 
all  previous  calls  thereon  shall 
have  been  fully  paid  in.  N.  Y. 
Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564,  §,  40.  There 
was  a.  similar,  provision  in  the 
General  Railroad  Law  of  1850,  ch. 
140,  §  8.  See,  also,  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
1881,  ch.  468,  §  12;  National 
Bank  v.  Watsontown  Bank,  105 
U.  S.  217;  Allen  v.  Montgomery 
R.  Co.,  11  Ala.  437,  451;  Pittsburg, 
etc  R.  Co.  V.  Clarke,  29  Pa.  St. 
146;  Everhart  v.  West  Chester  R. 
Co.,  28  Pa.  St.  389;  Rogers  v. 
Huntington  Bank,  12  Serg.  &  R. 
77;  Ryder  v.  Alton,  etc.  R.  Co.,  13 
III.  516;  Gaff  v.  Elesher,  33  Ohio 
St.  107.  All:  railroad  companies 
incorprated  in  Pennsylvania 
under  special  acts  are  subject  ta 
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class  of  debts,  extends  to  a41  debts  owing  from  the  shareholder 
to  the  corporation/"  in  whatever  capacity,  it  has  been  said,  he  may- 
hold  the  shares.'^ 

§  493.  Extent  of  the  lien. — The  lien  exteiids  to  all  the  stock 
■of  the  shareholder,  and  all  dividends  upon  it,  although  the  debt 
may.be  for  calls  upon  only  a  part  of  his  stock.^^  The  lien  extends 
to  all  debts  of  the  stockholder  to  the  corporation,  whenever 
created,  and  whether  due  or  to  become  due,  either  upon  his  stock 
■or  otherwise.^^  Stock  registered  on  the  corporate  books  in  the 
name  of  a  fictitious  person,  is  subject  to  a  lien  for  debt  of  the  real 
■owner.  Especially  does  the  lien  extend  to  unpaid  calls  on  the 
original  subscription,^*  and  to  all  of  the  shares  for  balances  due 
•on  other  shares.^^  But,  if  the  statute  gives  the  company  no  lieti 
ior  any  other  debts  of  the  stockholder  than  for  unpaid  shares. 


the  General  Railroad  Law  of 
^February,  19,  1849,  unless  their 
•charters  contain  provisions  incon- 
sistent with  those  of  the  general 
law.  Where,  therefore,  a  stock- 
holder in  a'  company,  organized 
under  a  special  act,  transferred 
his  shares  while  indebted  to  the 
company,  it  was  held  that  the 
company  had  a  lien  on  the  shares 
to  the  amount  of  the  indebted- 
ness. Mount  Holly  Paper  Go.'s 
Appea;!,  99  Pa.  St.  513.  Although 
the  statute  or  charter  only  speci- 
fies "shares  and  stock,"  the  lien 
extends  to  dividends  also.  Sar- 
gent V.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.,  8  Pick. 
■90;  s.  c.  19  Am.  Dec.  306;  Steb- 
bins  V.  Phcenix  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  3 
Paige,  350;  Bates  v.  New  York 
Ins.  Co.,  3  Johns.  Cas.  288; 
•Grant  v.  Mechanics'  '  Bank,  13 
Serg.  &  R.  140;  Hague  v.  Dander- 
son,  2  Ex.  147. 

30  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  604. 

31  In  England  it  has  been  said 
that  under  the  Companies  Act'  of 
1862,  when  a  company  was  by  its 
articles  of  association  entitled  to 
a  lien  upon  the  shares  of  a  share- 
holder for  all  debts  owing  by  him 
to  the  company,  the  Hen  att&ched 
«ven  to  shares  held  by  a  trustee 
and  had  priority  as  against  the 
•cestui  que  trust.    Browne  &  Theo- 


bald's Ry.  Law,  75,  citing  New 
London,  etc.  Bank  v.  Brockle- 
bank,  21  Ch.  Div.  302.  But  a  con- 
veyance in  trust  to  sell  to  any  one 
agreeing  to  assume  the  subscrib- 
er's indebtedness  to  the  company, 
does  not  render  the  trustee  liable 
as  a'  purchaser  witjiin  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute  of  Oregon. 
Powell  v.  Willamette  Valley  R. 
Co.,  15  Oreg.  393;  construing 
Oregon  Miscel.  Laws;  ch.  32. 
§  3230. 

32  Stebbins  v.  Phoenix,  etc.  Co. 
(1832),  3  Paige,  350. 

33Leggett  V.  Bank  of  Sing 
Sing  (1862),  24  N.  Y.  283. 

34  Pittsburgh,'  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Clarke,  29  Pa.  St.  146';  Spurlock 
V.  Pacific  R.  Co.,  61  Mo.  319; 
Shaw  V.  Rowley,  5  Eng.  Ry.  &' 
Canal'  Cas!  47.  Gf.  Newry,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Edmunds,'  2  Ex.  118; 
Ambergate,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 4  Ex.  540;  Great  North,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Biddulph,  7  Mees.  &  W. 
243.  But  not  to  the,  unpaid  bal- 
ance on  his  subscription  which 
has  not  been  called.  Hall  v. 
United  States.  Ins.  Co.,  5  Gill 
(Md.),  484;  Kahn  v.  Bank,  70  Mo. 
262.  See,  however.  In  re  Bach- 
man,   12   Nat.   Bankr.  Reg.   228. 

35  Stebbins  v.  Phoenix  Fire  IhS. 
Co.,  3  Paige,  350;    8  Vic,  ch.  16. 
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one  who  indorses  a  note  given  for  a  subscription,  is  entitled  to 
have  the  stock  applied  to  pay  the  debt  for  the  tinpaid  subscription^ 
in  preference  to  the  other  debts  due  from  his  principal  to  the 
company,  even  though  one  of  its  by-laws  provides  that  the  in- 
terest of  any  stockholder  shall  be  liable  for  the  payment  of  all 
debts  which  may  be  due  from  him  to  the  company,  and  that  if  there 
is  more  than  one  debt,  the  board  of  directors  may  prescribe  which 
one  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  debtor's  stock.  The  by-law  can  only 
apply  to  the  interest  of  the  debtor  stockholder  in  the  stock  after 
the  lien  of  the  stock  debt  is  satisfied.^' 

§  494.  Effect  of  transfer  and  notice  upon  lien. — A  purchaser 
of  stock  stands  charged  with  notice  of  the  statutory  lien  upon  it, 
and  though  he  acquires  absolute  title  from  the  transferrer,  it  is 
subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  lien,  for  all  debts  due  by  the  trans- 
ferrer to  the  corporation  at  the  time  of  notice  to  the  corporation, 
of  the  transfer.^'  The  statutory  lien  is  binding  as  to  the  creditors 
and  assignees  in  insolvency  of  the  shareholder,  and  also  as  to- 
persons  who  purchase  shares  from  prior  holders,  or  take  them  as 
collateral  security;'*  for  all  persons  are  presumed  to  know  the 
law  and  are  affected  with  notice  of  a  statutory  or  charter  lien, 
whether  they  have  actual  knowledge  of  it  or  not.'' 

Lien  by  by-law. — Where  the  by-laws  provide  for  lien  on  the 
corporate  stock,  but  the;  stock  certificate  makes  no  mention  of  it, 
a  pledgee  or  transferee  of  the  stock,  without  notice,  is  not  affected 
by  such  lien.*" 

§  16.   Contra:  Only  to  those  shares  Mass.  132;   St.  Louis,  etc.  Ins.  Co. 

upon    which    the    call    is    made.  v.  Goodfellow,  9  Mo.  149;  Bohmer 

Shenandoah     Vall«y     R.     Co.     v.  v.  City  Bank,  77  Va.  445;    Grant 

Griffith,  76  Va.  913;  Hubbersty  v.  v.  Mechanics'  Bank,  15  Serg.  &  R. 

Manchester,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  140;    Downer  v.   Zanesville  Bank, 

Q.  B.  471.  Wright    (Ohio),   477.     In   Louisi- 

36  Petersburg  Saving  &  Ins.  Co.  ana  a  pledge  of  shares  of  stock  in 
V.  Lumsden,  75  Va.  327.  a  corporation  is  valid  by  the  de- 

37  New  Orleans,  etc.  Bank  v.  livery  of  the  certificate,  although. 
Wiltz  (1881),  10  Fed.  330.  the  pledgor  is  indebted  to  the  cor- 

38  Beach  on  Railways,  §  391,  cit-  poration,  and  its  charter  prohib- 
ing  Norton  v.  Norton,  43  Ohio  St.  its  transfers  under  such  circum- 
509,  and  Taylor  on  Corporations,  stances.  Shares  of  stock  are  not 
§  603.  "credits"   within  the   meaning  df 

39  Bank  of  Utica  v.  Smalley,  2  the  Louisiana  Code,  art.  3158. 
Cowen,  770;  s.  c.  14  Am.  Dec.  526;  Pitot  v.  Johnson,  33  La.  Ann. 
McCready  v.  Rumsey,  6  Duer,  594;  1286. 

Union   Bank   v.   Laird,    2    Wheat.  *o  Bank  of  CuUoden  v.  Bank  of 

390;     Bishop    v.    Globe    Co.,    135      Forsyth  (Ga.  1904),  48  S.  B.  226. 
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§  495.  Enforcement  of  the  lien. — The  lien  can  be  enforced 
only  by  the  corporation,  and  for  its  own  exclusive  benefit.  The 
lien  will  not  extend  to  notes  of  the  stockholder  purchased  by  the 
corporation.*^  A  corporation  may  refuse  to  allow  any  transfer  of 
stock  belonging  to  a  stockholder  indebted,  to  the  corporation,  until 
the  debt  is  paid  or  secured.*^  It  may  have  the  stock  under  at- 
tachment, or  proceedings  in  equity  to  pay  the  debt  secured  by  the 
lien.**  Ordinarily  the  lien  can  be  enforced  for  the  benefit  of 
the  corporation  only.**  But  a  surety,  as,  for  example,  an  indorser 
of  a  note  given  in  payment  of  a  subscription,  is  entitled  to  be 
subrogated  to  the  company's  rights  against  his  principal.*'  A  lien 
created  by  the  company's  charter  is  of  equal  force  with  one  created 
by  statute,  all  persons  being  affected  with  knowledge  thereof 
whether  it  be  referred  to  on  the  certificates  or  not.*" 


«Bank  v.  Bonnie  (Ky.  1897), 
43  S.  "W.  Rep.  407. 

42  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hartford, 
etc.  Co.  (1877),  45  Conn.  22. 

43  Wright,  etc.  Co.  v.  Hlxon 
(1899),  105  Wis.  153. 

44  Bank  of  Utlca  v.  Smalley,  2 
Cowen,  770;  s.  c.  14  Am.  Dec.  526;' 
Crescent  City,  etc.  Co.  v.  Deblieux 
(1888),  40  La.  Ann.  155;  Cross  v. 
Phoenix  Bank,  1  R.  I.  39;  White's 
Bank  V.  Toledo,  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  12 
Ohio  St.  601.  But  see  Kuhns  v. 
Westmoreland  Bank,  2  Watts,  136. 

45  Petersburg  Saving  &  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Lumsden.  75  Va.  327.  In  this 
case  a  by-law  of  a  corporation  or- 
ganized subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Virginia  Code  of  1860,  ch. 
57,  §§  21,  22,  24,  required  each 
stockholder  to  give  his  note,  sat- 
isfactorily Indorsed,  for  his  un- 
paid stock.    By  the  code  the  stock 


of  each  stockholder  is  subject  to 
a  lien  for  the  unpaid  balance  due 
on  his  shares;  and  it  was  held 
that  on  the  failure  of  one  of  the 
stockholders  to  pay  his  note,  the 
indorser  was  entitled  to  have  the 
stock  applied  to  his  relief.  And 
see  Klopp  v.  Lebanon  Bank,  46 
Pa.  St.  88;  West  Branch  Bank  v. 
Armstrong,  40  Pa.  St.  278;  Hard- 
castle  V.  Commercial  Bank,  1 
Harr.  (Del.)  374,  n.;  Hodges  v. 
Planters'  Bank,  7  Gill  &  J.  306, 
310;  Young  v.  Mough,  23  N.  J.  Eq. 
325. 

46  Beach  on  Railways,  §  389; 
Leggett  V.  Bank  of  Sing  Sing,  24 
N.  Y.  283;  German  Security  Bank 
V.  Jefferson,  10  Bush,  326;  Brad- 
ford Banking  Co.  v.  Briggs,  31  Ch. 
Div.  149,  reversing  s.  c.  29  Ch. 
Div.  119.     Vide  infra,  §  646. 
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534.  (e)   Sleeping  and  parlor 

car  companies. 

535.  (f )  Express  companies. 

536.  (g)   Telegraph  and  tele- 

phone   companies.      In- 
surance companies. 


§  536o.  Taxation  of  water  compa- 
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steamships. 
537.    Injunction  to  restraiTi '  en- 

Joroement  of  tax. 
537o.  Constitutionality    of    tax. 

Discriminating  tax. 


§  496.  The  power  to  tax. — "The  taxing  power  is  an  incident 
of  the  highest  sovereignty.  It  is  an  essential  part  of  every  inde- 
pendent  government.  By  the  constitution,  and  by  the  principles 
which  lie  at  the  foundation  of  every  organized  society,  the  State 
may  tax  all  the  persons,  natural  and  artificial,  within  her  borders, 
and  compel  them  to  contribute  such  part  of  their  property  and  in- 
come as  the  legislature  may  think  right,  to  defray  the  expenses 
and  meet  the  engagements  of  the  government.  The  wealth  of 
men  who  are  associated  together  is  not  less  subject  to  taxation  than 
if  it  were  owned  by  individuals.  The  right  is  as  clear  to  tax  an 
incorporated  company  as  a  mercantile  partnership."^  Private 
corporations  are  no  less  subject  to  the  taxing  power  of  the  State 
than  individuals,  except  where  exempted  by  the  State  expressly,- 
and  for  a  consideration.^  The  State  in  taxing  corporations,  is 
not  governed  by  its  tax  rate  upon  individuals.  The  rate  may  be 
greater  or  less,  or  equal  thereto.  The  State  may  tax  corporations 
without  taxing  individuals.*  A  State  may  tax  at  higher  rate  do- 
mestic corporations  which  have  their  principal  place  of  business 
without  the  State,  than  those  having  such  place  of  business  within 
the  state.*  A  domestic  corporation  is  estopped  to  deny  that  it  has 
a  place  of  business  within  the  State. ^  The  place  where  its  actual 
place  of  business  is,  is  the  place  where  the  corporation  will  be 
taxed."  The  State  may  enjoin  a  corporation  from  doing  busi- 
ness, when  delinquent  by  its  non-payment  of  taxes  due  to  the 
•State.''  The  State  cannot  tax  bonds  of  a  domestic  corporation, 
held  by  nonresident  bondholders.^     In  the  case  of  consolidation  of 


1  Bank  of  Pennsylvania  y.  Com- 
monwealth, 19  Pa.  St.  144. 

2  Commonwealth  v.  Lancaster 
Sav.  Bank,  123  Mass.  493. 

3  Singer  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Wright 
(1887),  33  Fed.  121. 

*  Blue  Jacket,  etc.  Co.  v.  Scharr 
(W.  Va.  1901),  40  S.  E.  514. 

B  Chapman  v.  Doray  (1891),  89 
Cal.  52. 


« Detroit,  etc.  Co.  v.  Board  of 
Assessors  (1892),  91  Mich.  382. 

7  In  re  Electro  Pneumatic,  etc. 
Co.  (1893),  51  N.  J.  Eq.  71. 

8  Railroad  Co.  v.  Jackson,  7 
Wall.  262  (1868) ;  New  York,  etc. 
R.  R.  V.  Pennsylvania  (1894),  153 
U.  S.  628. 
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corporations  of  different  states,  the  consolidated  corporation 
may  be  taxed  in  each  State,  upon  the  property  it  holds  there,  and 
for  the  capital  stock  it  took  over."  The  State  has  the  power  to 
tax  federal  corporations  and  other  agencies  of  the  government, 
to  the  same  extent  as  the  property  of  other  corporations  or  in- 
dividuals, subject  to  limitations  of  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States.  For  example,  it  may  tax  railroads,  banking  corpora- 
tions, and  others  employed  in  the  service  of  the  United  States 
government.^"  A  State  may  tax  all  property,  real  and  personal, 
within  its  jurisdiction,  regardless  of  the  domicile  of  the  owfier, 
which  property  is  not  situated  in  the  State  merely  temporarily 
or  in  transitu.'-^  A  statute,  making  personal  propetty  of  a  corpor- 
ation created  by  the  State,  and  though  out  of  its  limits,  subject  to 
taxation  within  it,  is  not  repugnant  to  the  State  constitution 
requiring  that  taxes  "shall  be  uniform  on  all  property,  subject 
to  taxation  within  the  territorial  lirnits  of  the  authority  leyj'ing 
the  tax."^^  '  A  State  may  provide  for  the  taxation  of  corporate 
franchise  as  property  of  the  corporation.^' 

§  497.  (a)  Delegation  of  the  power,  to  municipal  corpora- 
tions.— The  State  may  delegate  its  power  to  tax,  to  cities  and 
other  municipal  corporations.  A  municipal  corporation  is  the 
creature  of  the  State  and  has  only  such  power  to  tax  corporations, 
as  is  constitutionally  conferred  by  the  legislature  as  expressed  in 
the  charter  or  other  statute.^*  Such  power  may  be  conferred  upon 
the  municipal  corporation  to  tax  for  municipal  purposes  any  prop- 
erty within  its  limits,  such  property  to  include  the  corporate 
capital  stock,  and  shares  of  stock  in  the  hands  of  shareholders.^^ 

§  498.  Methods  of  taxing. — ^There  are  four  principal  methods 
of  taxing  corporations  in  America,  varying  in  detail  in  the  differ- 
ent States.^'     These  are,  first,  upon  the  corporate  franchise,^^  sec- 

9  Chicago,  etc.  Ry.  'v.  Auditor  1*  Stetson  v.  City  of  Bangor,  56 
General  (1884),  53  Mich.  79.                Me.  274. 

10  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Penis-  15  Union  Bank  v.  City  of  Rich- 
ton,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  5.  mond,  94  Va.  316. 

11  State  V.  Fidelity,  etc.  Co.  is  See  generally  upon  the  sub- 
(1904),  80  S.  W.  544  (Tex.  Civ.  ject:  "System  of  Taxation"  (Har- 
App.).  risbvfrg,  1890),  by  John  A.  Wright. 

12  Commonwealth  v.  Union,  etc.  being  a  memorandum  submitted 
Co.  (Ky.  1904),  80  S.  W.  490.  to  the  committee  for  revision  of 

13  Bank  of  Cal.  v.  City,  etc.  (Cal.  the  revenue  laws  of  Pennsyl- 
1904),  75  Pac.  832.  vania;     "Careless    Legislation    on 

17  Vide  infra,  §  499. 
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ond,  upon  the  corporate  property,"  third,  upon  the  capital  stock/* 
and  fourth,  upon  the  business  done  or  profits  accruing  therefrom.^" 
An  erroneous  construction  of  the  tax  laws  by  officers  whose  duty 
it  is  to  enforce  them,  does  not  bind  their  successors,  nor  the  State 
in  the  proper  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes,  although  the  er- 
roneous construction  may  have  been  followed  from  the  time  the 
laws  were  enacted.^.^  Statutes  imposing  taxes  upon  corporations 
are  construed  according  to  the  intent  of  the  legislature  to  tax, 
where  a  literal  construction  would  defeat  that  intent.^^  The  State 
may  recover  judgment  against  a  railroad  company  for  taxes  due 
upon  the  gross  earnings  of  the  road,  notwithstanding  the  road  has 
been  placed  in  the  hands  of  receivers,  who  were  operating  it  and 
controlling  its  earnings  during  the  time  for  which  the  taxes  were 
levied.^^  And  a  claim  of  the  State  for  taxes  upon  the  franchise 
of  a  corporation,  which  in  the  possession  of  a  receiver  continues 
to  be  a  going  concern,  is  superior  to  the  rights  of  mortgage  bond- 
holders, and  the  court  may  order  it  to  be  paid  out  of  the  gross 
earnings  in  the  receiver's  hands.^* 

Place  of  Taxation.    Mode  of  Assessment. — The    State    may 
make  the  place  of  the  company's  principal  office  the  situs  for 

Corporate   Taxation,"   by  Edward  is  Tide  infra,  §  501. 
Lyman  Short,  29  Alb.  L.  J.  105;  layide  infra,  §§  500-506. 
"Corporate  Taxation,"  by  Edward  20  yide  infra,  §§  521-523. 
C.  Moore,  Jr.    (1884),   18  Am.  L.  21  Lee    v.     Sturges     (1889),    46 
Rev.    749;    "Taxation  of   Corpora-  Ohio  St.  153.    The  erroneous  con- 
tlons   under  ,New   York   Laws   of  structlon    In   this    case   was    that 
1881,"  28  Alb.  L.   J.  246;    "Taxa-  shares  held  by  residents  of  Ohio 
tion  of  Corporations,"  by  Prof.  B.  of  stock  of  foreign  railroad  cor- 
R.   A.   Seligman    (1890),   5   Polit.  porations  having  property  in  that 
Science  Quart.  269,  439,  637,  being  State   on   which   they   pay   taxes, 
a    series    of   articles    tracing   the  and  of  consolidated  railroad  com- 
hlstory  of  tax  legislation  'in  the  panies,  are  not  taxable  in  Ohio. 
American    States,    criticising    the  22  City  of  Philadelphia  v.  Ridge, 
present        methods,        suggesting  etc.  Co.,  102  Pa.  St.  190. 
remedies   for   evils    existing,    and  23  Philadelphia,    etc.    R.    Co.    v. 
concluding  with  a  valuable  biblio-  Commonwealth,    104    Pa.    St.    80; 
graphy   of   the   subject;    "Tax   on  Beach  on  Receivers,  335. 
Bodies  Corporate  and  Unincorpo-  24  Central    Trust    Co.    v.    New 
rate,"  30  Sol.  J.  &  Rep.  23;  "Tax-  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  110  N.  Y.   250, 
ation  of  Real  Property  and  Corpo-  citing  In  re  Receivership   of  Co- 
rations,"    by    John    H.    Ames,    12  lumbian   Ins.   Co.,   3   Abb.    Ct.   of 
West.  Jur.  140;    "Letters  on  Cor-  App.   Dec.   239,   and  Union   Trust 
porations    and    Taxation"     (New  Co.  v.  Illinois  Midland  R.  Co.,  117 
York,    1878),   by   James   H.    Cole-  U.     S.     434;     and     distinguishing 
man;   "Taxation  of  Real  Property  Commonwealth  v.  Lancaster  Sav- 
and    Corporations"    (Des    Moines,  ings  Bank,  123  Mass.  493. 
1878),  by  John  H.  Ames. 
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taxation  of  its  personalty,  and  exempt  it  from  assessment  at  any 
other  place  within  the  State's  jurisdiction.^^  A  foreign  express 
company's  personalty  outside  the  State,  can  not  be  counted  in 
measuring  the  taxable  values  of  its  property  within  the  State, 
on  a  mileage  basis,  assuming  it  to  give  the  credit  necessary  tO' 
the  conduct  of  the  business  of  the  corporation  in  the  State,  inas- 
much as  such  aggregate  assessments  exceeded  the  value  of  the 
total  good  will  of  the  company,  as  measured  by  the  difference 
between  the  total  value  of  its  stock  and  the  total  value  of  the 
corporate  assets.^'  Where  a  domestic  railway  fails  to  show 
that  any  part  of  its  rolling  stock  is  used  exclusively  outside  of 
the  State,  its  entire  value  is  assessed  for  taxation  by  the  State.^'' 
In  determining  the  value  of  the  corporation  franchise  for  taxa- 
tion, the  value  of  the  corporate  stodc  is  to  be  considered.^*  The 
value  of  United  States  bonds  owned  by  a  bank  may  be  considered 
in  determining  the  value  of  the  capital  stock  for  purpose  of  tax- 
ation. As  used  in  the  tax  law,  "capital  stock"  means,  not  the 
shares  of  stock,  but  the  actual  money  or  property  paid  in,  and  be- 
longing to,  the  corporation.^" 

§  499.  Tax  on  the  franchise. — For  the  purpose  of  taxation 
the  word,  "franchise"  includes  every  kind  of  corporate  property, 
and  the  right  to  be  a  corporation.^"  The  franchise  tax  is  a  license 
fee  charged  for  the  privilege  of  incorporation,  or  of  doing  business- 
as  a  corporation  in  the  State.  It  is  generally  proportioned  to  the 
amount  of  the  capital  stock,  but  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  the 
tax  upon  the  capital  stock.  The  franchise  to  be  a  corporation- 
may  be  taxed  separately  from  the  corporate  property;  the  fact 
being  that  the  franchise  grants,  rights,  privileges  and  exemptions, 
not  enjoyed  by  individuals  generally,  give  it  taxable  value.^^' 
In  Connecticut  the  corporate  franchise  tax  applies  only  to  foreign- 
corporations  seeking  a  charter  in  the  State. ^^  In  New  York  it 
is  called  the  "organization  of  corporations  tax;"^^  in  Maine,  the 

25  Laymen    v.     Iowa,     etc.     Co.  29  People  v.  Feitner    (1904),   87" 

(lo-wa,  1904),  99  N.  W.  205.  N.  Y.  S.  304. 

20  Fargo  V.  Hart   (1903),  193  XT.  30  Adams    Express    Co.    v.    Ken- 

S.    490;     Coulter    v.    Weir     (Ky.  tucky  (1897),  166  U.  S.  171. 

1904),    127    Fed.    897    (U.    S.;   C.  si  Otta-wa  Glass  Co.  v.  McCaleb, 

C.  A.).  81  111.  556. 

27  People  V.  Miller  (N.  Y.  1904),  s2  Conn.  Gen,.  Stat.  §§  1912-1916. 
69  N.  E.  1129.  33  Payable    also    on    subsequent 

28  Bank  of  Cal.  v.  City  of,  etc.  Increase  of  the  capital  stock.  N. 
(Cal.  1904),  75  Pac.  832.  Y.  La-ws  of  1886,  ch.  143. 
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"tfLx  on  new  corporations  ;""*  in  Missouri,  the  "corporation  tax," 
or  the  tax  on  "corporations  incorporating  ;"^^  in  New  Hampshire,, 
"charter  fees  ;"^®  in  New  Jersey,  the  tax  from  "certificates  of  in- 
corporation ;"^^  in  Pennsylvania  and  Rhode  Island,  the  "bonus 
on  charters  ;"^'  and  iji  West  Virginia,,  it  is  designated  the  "license 
tax  on  charters  and  certificates  of  incorporation."^*  A  franchise 
tax  on  a  corporaticai  that  has  done  business  ojily  five  and  one-half 
months,  should  be  apportioned,  arid  not  levied  for  the  entire 
year.*"  The  franchise  of  being  a  corporation  is  taxable  under 
a  statute  defining  taxable  property  in  the  State  as  including  fran- 
chises and  all  other  things  capable  of  private  ownership.**  A 
statute  imposing  an  annual  franchise  tax  upon  all  corporations 
doing  business  within  the  State,  payable  in  the  county  where  the 
corporatiojri  has  its  principal  office,  includes  foreign  corporations 
doing  business  in  the  State  as  well  as  domestic  corporations.*^ 
§  499a.  FranchiSiC  and  property  tax  distinguished.— Owing 
to  the  difficulty  of  distinguishing  between  the  capital  and  the  prop- 
erty in  which  it  is  invested,  tests  for  determining  whether  a  tax 
is  on  the  property  or  the  franchises  may  be  regardpd,  generally, 
as  uncertain  and  unsatisfactory;  yet  its  determination  is  often 
necessary,  for,  if  a  franchise  tax,  the  property  in  which  the  capital 
is  invested  becomes  immaterial.  The  usual  and  most  certain  test 
is  whether  the  tax  is  upon  the  capital  stock,  eo  nomine,  without 
regard  to  its  value,  or  at  its  assessed  valuation  in  whatever  it  may 
be  invested.  If  the  former,  it  is  a  franchise  tax;  if  the  latter, 
a  tajf  upon  the  property.*^  In  Mississippi  there  is  a  tax  on  banks 
called  a  privilege  tax,  the  amount  varying  with  their  capital  stock 

34 Me.   Rev..  Stat.  ch.   48,   §   18;  42  state  v.  Armour,  etc.  Co.   (N. 

Me.  Pub.  Laws  of  1887,  ch.  90.  C.  1904),  47  S.  B.  411. 

35  Mo.  /Const,  art.  x,  §  21;  Mo.  ^s  State  v.  Stonewall  Ins.  Co. 
Rev.  Stet.  §  2493.  (Ala.  1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 

36  N.  H.  Gen.  Laws,  ch.  13,  §  5.  308,  citing  :Bank  v.  New  York  City, 

37  N.  J.  Pub.  Laws  of  1883,  62;  2  Rlack,  620,  and  holding  that 
Revision  of  N.  J.  Supl.  149.  Ala.   Code,    §   478,   requiring  that 

38  Pa.  Laws  of  1868,  §  15,  p.  113;  the  chief  officer  of  such  a  corpora- 
Pa.  Laws  of  1874,  §  44,  p.  107;  R.  tion  shall  make  return  of  all  taxa- 
I.  Pub.  Stat.  ch.  27,  §  15.  hie  property,  stating  the  number 

39  W.  Va.  Code,  ch.  32,  §§  86-92,  of  shares  of  stock,  their  par  and 
SIS  amended  by  W.  Va.  Laws  qf  market  value,  and  the  items  of 
1887,  ch.  29.  property  in  which  its  capital  stock 

40  People  V.  Miller  (N.  Y.  1904),  is  invested,  was  not  intended  to 
69  N.  E.  1129.  be  determinative  of  the  character 

41  Bank  of  Cal.  v.  City,  etc.  (Cal.  Qf  the  capital  stock,  but  only  to- 
1904),  75  Pa,c.  832.  prescribe  a  method  of  listing  the 
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or  assets.  This  is  in  lieu  of  all  other  taxes,  and,  accordingly, 
real  estate  owned  by  banks  is  accounted  a  part  of  their  assets." 
Under  the  Pennsylvania  statute,*"  entitled  "An  act  to  enable  the 
city  of  Pittsburgh  to  raise  additional  revenue,"  and  prescribing 
that  all  real  estate  situated  in  that  city  owned  or  possessed  by  any 
railroad  company  should  be  subject  to  taxation  for  city  purposes, 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  real  estate  in  the  city,  the  land,  build- 
ings and  improvements  of  the  railway  companies  were  held  sub- 
ject to  taxation,  even  though  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  the  fran- 
chises of  the  respective  companies.** 

§  500.  Tax  on  the  capital  stock,  levied  upon  the  corpora- 
tion.— The  capital  stock  is  to  be  distinguished  from  shares  of 
stock.  The  capital  stock  is  always  taxed  against  the  corporation 
at  the  place  of  its  domicile,  and  the  tax  is  paid  by  the  corpora- 
tion. The  value  of  the  capital  stock  is  measured  independent  of 
the  value  of  the  shares  of  stock.  They  are  measured  by  their 
value  in  the  market,  and  are  taxed  in  the  hands  of  the  share- 
holders at  the  places  of  their  residence. 

There  are  eight  methods  of  taxing  the  capital  stock  of  corpora- 
tions,*'' to  wit:  a  tax  upon  the  capital  stock  when  the  company, 
during  any  year,  makes  dividends  amounting  to  six  per  cent,  or 
more  on  the  par  value  of  its  capital  ;**  a  tax  upon  the  whole  capital 

property  of  the  corporation,  and  port  of  any  corporation,  liable  to 

furnish  Aata  from  which  to  ascer-  this    tax,    whose    capital    is    only 

tain  the  assessable  value  of  what-  partly  employed  within  the  State, 

ever  its  capital  was  invested  in.  to  fix  the  amount  of  capital  stock 

Cf.  Desty  on  Taxation,   76.  which  shall  be  the  basis  for  the 

**  Vlcksburg    Bank    v.    "Worrell  tax,  it  has  been  held  that  the  lat- 

(Miss.  1890),  7  So.  Rep.  219,  con-  ter  statute  does  not  require  that 

struing   Miss.   Code,    §§    557,    585,  only  the  capital  employed  in  the 

as  amended  by  Miss.  Laws  of  1888.  State  shall  be  taken  as  a  basis; 

45  Pa.  Act  of  Jan.  4,  1859.  that  this  basis  is  authorized  only 

*6  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Pitts-  when  the  report  of  the  corporation 

burgh  (1886),  104  Pa.  St.  522.  fails   to   satisfy   the   comptroller; 

*^  See  generally  "Assessments  of  and  that  where  no  such  dissatis- 

Capital    Stock   and   Franchise   of  faction    appears,    the    rule    under 

Corporations,"    by   James   K.   Ed-  the  former  statute  prevails.     Peo- 

sall,  7  Chicago  L.  N.  390;   Desty  pie  v.  Horn  Silver  Mining  Co.,  105 

on  Taxation,  73;  Cooley  on  Taxa-  N.  Y.  76.    Where  a  bridge  owned 

tion,  230,  232.  by    a    corporation    was    dtily    de- 

*8  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1880,  ch.  542,  §  clared  a  county  bridge,  the  surplus 

3,  as  amended  by  N.  Y.  Laws  of  of  the  damages  assessed  over  the 

1881,  ch.  361.    Under  this  act  and  amount    of    capital    stock,    which 

N.  Y.  Laws  of  1882,  ch.  151,  which  was  divided  among  the  stockhold- 

authorizes   the   comptroller,   upon  ers,  was  in  the  nature  of  profits, 

becoming  dissatisfied  with  the  re-  and  a  proper  measure  of  the  tax 
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stock  at  par  ;*'  upon  the  capital  stock  at  its  actual  cash  or  market 
value  f  upon  so  much  of  the  capital  stock  as  has  been  subscribed 
to  and  paid  in;°^  upon  the  capital  stock  plus  the  bonded  debt  of 
the  company  at  market  value  :°^  upon  the  capital  stock  plus  the 
totaldebt,  both  funded  and,  iloating ;"  upon  the  capital  stock  less 
property  otherwise  taxed;"*  and  upon  the  capital  stock  less  the 
indebtedness  of  the  corporation."'  When  the  tax  is  upon  the  mar- 
ket value  of  the  capital  stock,  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  shares 
when  they  have  been  withdrawn  from  the  market  may  be  ascer- 
tained from  other  sources ;  and,  when  they  have  been  exchanged 
for  other  securities,  the  value  fixed  upon  them  in  the  exchange 
is  a  proper  basis  for  the  assessment."'  Under  the  New  York 
statute  providing  that  if  a  corporation,  during  any  year,  makes 
dividends  amounting  to  six  per  cent,  or  more  on  the  par  of  its 
capital,  then  it  is  to  pay  a  tax  of  one-quarter  mill  on  the  capital 
stock  for  each  one  per  cent,  of  dividends ;  but  if  there  are  no 
dividends,  or  the  dividends  are  less  than  six  per  cent.,  then  the 
tax  shall  be  at  the  rate  of  one  and  a  half  mills  on  each  dollar 
of  the  value  of  the  stock,  it  is  held  that  it  was  the  clear  intention 
of  the  statute,  where  the  dividend  was  less  than  six  per  cent,  on 
the  par  value  of  the  stock,  that  the  tax  should  be  one  and  a  half 
mills  on  the  actual  value  of  the  stock,  although  the  aggregate 
tax  would  be  greater  than  a  tax  computed  on  a  dividend  of  six 
per  cent."^     Under  a  statute  taxing  the  capital  stock,  after  deduct- 

upon  the  capital  stock.     Matson's  53  yide  infra,  §  506a.  E.  g.  Conn. 

Ford  Bridge  Co.  v.  Commonwealtli  Gen.  Stat.  §§  3919,  3920,  taxing  the 

(Pa.  1888),  11  Atlan.  Rep.  813,  not  stock   of   railway   companies   and 

reported.  also    their    funded    and    floating 

*9  E.  g.  Corporations  in  general;  debts,    less    obligations    held    in 

N.  J.  Act  of  April  18,  1884.  trust  as  a  sinking  fund  and  less 

50  At    its    market    value:     Ind.  the  tax  on  realty. 

Rev.   Stat.    (1887),  §§   6357,  6359;  b*N.  Y.  Laws  of  1857,  ch.  456,  § 

Ala.    Civ.    Code,    §    453,    subs.    8;  3.     YicLe  infra,  %  804;   Conn.  Gen. 

Conn.  Gen.  Stat.  §§  3919,  3920.   At  Stat.  §§  3919,  ?920;  Ala.  Civ.  Code, 

its  true  value:    Kan.  Comp.  L.  p.  §  453,  subs.  8;   111.  Rev.  Stat.  ch. 

9481,   I  12.     At  its  actual  value:  120,  §  3.    Less  real  and  personal 

Md.  Laws  of  1878,  ch.  178.    At  its  property     in     the     State:      Kan. 

cash   value:      111.    Rev.    Stat.    ch.  Comp.  L.,  p.  9481,  §  12. 

120,  §  3.  56  Yide  infra,  §  506. 

51  Thus  in  Maryland  and  Louis-  66  Planters'  Crescent  Oil  Co.  v. 
iana,  the  corporation  is  required  Assessor  of  the  Parish  of  Jefferson 
to  pay  the  tax  upon  its  shares,  col-  (La.  1890),  6  So.  Rep.  809,  41  La. 
lectlng  it   again   from  the  share-  Ann.  1137. 

holders.     Md.   Laws   of   1878,   ch.  67  People  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal 

178;  La.  Laws  of  1886,  p.  132.  Co.  (1890),  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  890,  con- 

62  Yide  infra,  §  506a.  struing  N.  Y.   Laws   of   1880,   ch. 
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ing  therefrom  the  value  of  the  company's  real  estate,  the  corpor- 
ate franchise  is  not  to  be  accounted  real  estate  unless  it  be  so  de- 
fined by  the  statutes.^*  In  Missouri  the  vallie  of  the  capital  stock 
of  corporations,  exempting  national  banks,  less  the  value  of  real 
estate  and  fixtures,  is  returnable  by  the  corporation  to  the  State, 
with  list  of  shareholders,  and  they  are  individually  assessed  upon 
the  stock  according  tO  their  holdings,'"  but  the  corporation  is 
required  to  pay  the  tax  so  assessed  against  the  shareholders. 

§  SOI.  Tax  on  corporate  property,  real  and  personal. — The 
taxation  of  corporations  upon  their  property,  real  or  personal,  was 
the  method  originally  prevalent  in  the  American  States,  and  is 
still  adhered  to  by  many  of  them.^"  Thus,  in  New  Jersey  railway 
companies  are  taxed  by  the  State  for  local  purposes  upon  the 
value  of  their  real  estate  in  each  taxing  district  outside  of  thci 
main  line,  at  the  local  rate,  provided  that  be  not  greater  than  one 
per  cent,  of  the'  value.*^  In.  most  of  these  States  the  tax  is  based 
xipon  the  present  value  of  the  corf)orate  property,  while  in  others 
the  cost  of  the  property  is  taken  as  the  basis  of  estimate.'^  The 
latter  rule  still  prevails  in  the  local  taxation  of  telegra'ph  com- 
panies in  New  York.®'    It  is  not  for  the  assessors  to  determine 

■542,  §  3,  as  amended  by  Nj  Y.  ei  N.  J.  Law  of  March  27,  1888, 
Xiaws  of  1881,  ch.  361.                         '      «2  Cooley  on  Taxation,  223,  377, 

68  People    T.    CommisSionel-s    of  383,  and  statutes  cited  supra.     In 

Taxes   (1887),  104  N.  Y.  240,  con-  fixing  the  value  of  the  real  estate 

■struing  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  13,  tit.  of  the  Panama  Railroad  Company 

1,  sec.  2,  and  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1857,  the  commissioners   of  taxes  took 

ch.  456,  §  3.  the  cost  of  its  real  estate  and  im- 

59  State  v.  Fleming  (Mo.  1904),  provements,  consisting  principally 
79  S.  W.  1063.  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  the 

60  Cooley  on  Taxation,  223,  377,  road.  Upon  certiorari  to  correct 
383.  E.  g.  C'al.  Civ.  Code,  §  3608;  the  assessment,  the  company  of- 
Conn.  Gen.  Stat.  (1888),  §§  3832,  fered  no  evidence  of  the  market 
3838;  La.  Laws  of  1886,  p.  132.  In  value  of  its  real  estate,  hut  intro- 
•Colorado  railway  real  estate  is  duced  an  estimate  based  on  the 
taxed  where  it  lies.  Colo.  Gen.  capitalization  ol  the  company's 
Stat.  §  2847.  And  other  railway  average  ahnual  net  income  for  sev 
property  is  taxed  by  the  munici-  era!  years  preceding,  making  a  de- 
palities  upon  a  valuation  deter-  duction  of  the  value  of  personal 
mined  by  the  State.  Colo.  Gen.  property.  But  it  was  decided  that 
Stat.  §  2847.  In  Iowa  the  real  and  the  latter  estimate  ought  not  to 
personal  property  of  mahtifactur-  be  taken,  as  it  failed  to  exclude 
ing  companies  is  taxed,  the  shares  the  value  of  the  company's  fran- 
being  exempt.  .  Iowa  Rev.  Code  chise,  and  that  the  cDmraissiohers' 
(1888),  p.  273.  Railway  property  action  should  be  sustained.  Peo- 
valued  according  to  earnings  per  pie  v.  Commissioners  of  Taxes 
mile.  Iowa  Rev.  Code-  (1888),  §§  (1887),  104  N.  Y.  240. 
1317-1322.  63  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1853,  ch.  597. 
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the  value  of  the  corporate  franchise.  This  is  not  to  be  considered 
in  assessing  the  taxable  capital  of  the  corporation."*  All  personal 
property  of  a  domestic  corporation,  though  having  its  principal 
place  of  business  out  of  the  State,  is  taxable  within  it,  where  all 
such  property  of  corporatiotis  created  by  the  State  is  made  tax- 
able within  or  without  the  State."' 

§  502.  (a)  Deductions  from  the  tax. — Where  the  statute  al- 
lows deductions  from  tax  on  bonds  and  like  securities  for  debts 
due  from  others  to  the  bondholder,  the  stockholder  is  entitled  to 
like  deduction  on  tax  of  shares  in  a  national'  bank,""  and  to  the 
same  deductions  made  to  a  shareholder  in  a  state  bank.*"^  Non- 
resident as  well  as  resident  shareholders  are  entitled  to  like  de- 
ductions allowed  to  general  taxpayers."^  A  deduction  allowed 
upon  national  and  state  securities  is  invalid  if  denied  to  holders 
of  shares  in  national  banks."' 

§  503.  (b)  Deduction  for  property  exempt  from  taxation; — 
When  a  tax  upon  the  capital  stock  is  regarded  as  a  tax  upon 
property,  the  question  then  is  whether,  under  the  revenue  law, 
the  corporation  is  entitled  to  a  deduction  from  the  assessed  value 
of  its  capital  stock  of  such  portion  as  is  invested  in  bonds  of 
the  State.  It  is  contended  that  no  deduction  can  be  made  under 
the  statute,  except  of  such  portions  as  may  be  invested  in  property 
otherwise  taxed;  The  argument  is  that  the  capital  stock  includes 
everything  in  which  it  is-  invested,  and  that,  expressly  excepting 
the  portion!  of'  its  investments  in  property  otherwise  taxed,  is  the 
exclusion  of  such- portions  as-  may  be  invested  in  property  non- 
taxable. But  unless  a  deduction  from  the  assessed  value  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  portion  invested  in  bonds  of  the  State  is  al- 
lowed, then  there  exists  the  anomaly  of.  taxing  in*  the  form  of 
capital  stock,  investments  expressly  exempted  from  all  taxation. 
"If  a  part  of  the  money  capital  of'  an  individual  be  invested  in 
State  bonds,  it  will  be  conceded,  that  such  part  is  not  liable  to  tax- 
ation. Why  then,  should  it  be  held  that  the  portion  of  the  capital 
of  corporations  so  invested  is  taxable."^"     So  that  it  is  held  that 

6*  People  V.   Feltner    (1904),  87  es  Mercantile  '  Nat.      Bank     v. 

N.  Y.  S.  304.  Shields  (1894),  59  Fed.  952. 

65  Commissioners  v.  Union,  etc.  en  Whitney  Nat.  Bank.  v.  Parker 

Co.   (Ky.  1904),  80  S.  W.  490.  (1890),  41  Fed.  402. 

es  First    Nat.     Bank    v.    Ayers  to  State    v.    Stonewall    Ins.    Co. 

(1896),   160   U.   S.   669.  (Ala.  1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 

oTMcHenry   v.    Downer    (1897'),  308;  Monographic  Note  "Taxation 

116  Cal.  20,  45-  li.  R.  A.  737.  of  Banking    Capital    Invested    in 
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the  section  of  the  Alabama  Code,  providing  that  the  capital  stock 
of  private  corporations  shall  be  taxable,  except  so  much  thereof 
as  may  be  invested  in  property  otherwise  taxed,  was  only  intended 
to  prevent  double  taxation  of  taxable  property,  and  does  not  ren- 
der taxable  such  portion  of  the  capital  stock  of  an  insurance  com- 
pany as  is  invested  in  Alabama  State  bonds,  which,  by  another 
section,  are  made  non-taxable.'^ 

§  504.  (c)  Deduction  for  capital  stock  invested  in  United 
States'  bonds. — In  accordance  with  the  distinction  above  ex- 
plained between  taxation  of  capital  stock  at  its  par  value  and 
assessing  it  at  its  market  value,  it  is  held  by  the  federal  Supreme 
Court  that  the  capital  stock  of  an  insurance  company,  invested  in 
United  States  bonds,  exempted  by  the  acts  of  congress  under 
which  they  were  issued  from  taxation  by  the  States,  is  not  exempt 
from  the  tax  imposed  by  the  New  York  statute,  on  the  "corporate 
franchise  or  business  of  corporations  in  that  State,  of  one-quarter 
.  mill  on  the  capital  stock  for  each  one  per  cent,  of  dividend  of 
six  per  cent,  or  over."'"  A  state  may  tax  the  shares  of  stock  of 
a  corporation,  although  its  assets  are  in  part  invested  in  bonds  of 
the  United  States.'^  Under  the  Louisiana  act,  relating-to  taxation 
of  national  bank  shares,  making  no  deduction  for  that  part  of 
the  bank's  property  entering  into  their  value  which  consists  of 
non-taxable  State  and  federal  securities,  which  deduction  may, 
under  the  act,  be  made  by  individuals,  the  tax  violates  the  federal 
statute  prohibiting  the  assessment  of  shares  of  national  banks  at 
a  greater  rate  than  moneyed  capital  in  the  hands  of  individual 

tJnlted   States  Bonds,"   3  Am.  L.  it  was  ruled  that  a  tax  laid  on 

Reg.  (N.  S.)  535.  banks,  on  a  valuation  equal  to  the 

71  State  v.  Stonewall  Ins.  Co.  amount  of  their  capital  stock  paid 
(Ala.  1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  .T.  in,  or  secured  to  be  paid  in,  is  a 
308,  construing  Ala.  Code,  §  453,  tax  on  the  property  of  the  institu- 
subd.  9,  and  §  451,  subd.  2.  tlon,  and  when  that  property  con- 

72  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York  slsts  of  stocks  of  the  federal  gov- 
(1888),  119  U.  S.  129,  construing  ernment,  the  law  levying  the  tax 
N.  Y.  Laws  of  1880,  ch.  542,  as  is  void.  In  McGuire  v.  Board  of 
amended  by  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1881,  Revenue,  71  Ala.  401,  Stone,  J., 
ch  361,  and  holding  further  that  says:  "But  a  tax  on  the  capital 
this  act  is  not  unconstitutional  as  stock  of  a  bank  whose  capital  is 
depriving  any  person,  natural  or  invested  in  government  securities, 
artificial,  of  the  equal  protection  not  allowed  to  be  taxed,  would  be 
of  the  laws;  for,  under  its  provi-  a  tax  on  such  securities,  and  vi- 
sions, all  corporations  of  the  same  legal." 

kind  are  subject  to  the  same  tax.  's  Cleveland    T.    Co.    v.   Lander 

In  the  Bank  Tax  Case,  2  Wall.  200,       (1902),  184  U.  S.  111. 
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citizens,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  same  discrimination  is  made 
against  other  corporations/* 

§  505-  (d)  Deduction  for  property  otherwise  taxed. — Statutes 
taxing  the  capital  stock  of  corporations,  frequently  allow  for  the 
exemption  of  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  invested  in  property 
otherwise  taxed."  Thus  in  New  York  corporations  taxed  upon 
their  capital  stock  are  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  amount  thereof 
the  assessed  value  of  I'eal  estate  and  shares  in  other  companies 
otherwise  taxed.^"  The  object  of  this  exemption  is  to  avoid  double 
taxation.''  And  when  the  stock  of  a  corporation  does  not  exceed 
in  value  the  property  which  it  represents,  all  of  which  is  assessed 
to  the  corporation,  it  should  not  be  assessed  to  the  stockholders, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Vermont  statute  providing  for  deduct- 
ing from  the  value  of  the  stock  the  value  of  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  the  corporation  represented  by  the  stock  and  itself 
taxed.'*  It  is  immaterial  what  the  cost  of  the  real  estate  other- 
wise taxed  may  have  been ;  it  is  only  the  actual  present  value  there- 
of which  may  be  deducted." 

//  the  realty  be  situated  in  a  foreign  State,  and  the  valuation 
assessed  there  can  be  ascertained,  it  will  be  adopted  in  New  York, 
on  the  ground  that  to  take  the  assessed  value  of  real  property  in 

74  Whitney  Nat.  Bank  v.  Parker  People  v.  Commissioners  of  Texas 

(1890),  41  Fed.  Rep.  402,  constru-  (1887),  104  N.  Y.  240,  it  is  held 

ing  La.  Act  of  1888,  §  27,  and  U.  S.  that  in  certiorari  to  correct  an  as- 

Rev.   Stat.   §   5219.  sessment  of  the  capital  stock  of  a 

7=  E.  g.  Ala.  Code,  §  453,  subd.  9;  corporation  made  by  the  commis- 

Vt.  Rev.  Laws,  §  288.  sioners  of  taxes,  it  is  incumbent 

76  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1857,  ch.  456,  §  upon  the  company,  before  it  is  en- 
3,  which  provides :  "The  capital  titled  to  call  upon  the  court  to  cor- 
Btock  of  every  company  liable  to  reot  the  assessment  by  increasing 
taxation,  except  such  part  of  it  as  the  sum  to  be  deducted  for  the 
shall  have  been  accepted  in  the  value  of  its  real  estate,  to  give 
assessment  roll,  or  as  shall  have  evidence  and  furnish  Aata  show- 
been  exempted  by  law,  together  jug  that  the  actual  value  exceeded 
with  its  surplus  profits  or  reserved  the  sum  fixed  by  the  commission- 
funds  exceeding  ten  per  cent,  of  ers. 

its  capital,  after  deducting  the  as-  77  State    v.    Stonewall    Ins.    Co. 

sessed  value  of  its  real  estate  and  (Ala.  1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 

all  shares  of  stock  in  other  corpor-  308. 

ations  actually  owned  by  such  com-  78  Willard  v.  Pike  (1887),  59  Vt. 

pany,  which  are  taxable  upon  their  202,  9  Atl.  907. 

capital   stock   under   the   laws   of  '» People  ex  rel.  Fairfield  Chem- 

this  State,  shall  be  assessed  at  its  ical     Co.     v.     Commissioners     of 

actual    value,    and    taxed    in    the  Taxes    (1889),   52   Hun,   93;    s.   c. 

same   manner  as   other    personal  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  172. 
and  real  estate  of  the  county."  In 

Vol.  11—45 
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another  State,  where  it  is  practicable  and  convenient  to  ascertain 
the  facts,  as  the  actual  value,  in  the  absence  of  some  controlling 
circumstance  which  shows  the  contrary,  is  more  apt  to  work  sub- 
stantial justice  than  any  other  mode.""  Where  an  assessment  is 
made  which  states,  and  which  is  based  upon  the  value  of  real  es- 
tate, in  the  absence  of  any  other  fact  controlling  it,  the  theory 
is,  that  the  assessed  value  of  the  real  property  is  its  actual  value. 
This  holds  good  in  regard  to  an  assessment  outside  as  well  as 
within  the  State ;  and,  in  regard  to  assessments  outside  the  State, 
they  are  to  be  regarded  as  evidence  of  the  actual  value.  It  is 
not  necessary,  in  all  cases,  to  regard  an  assessment  as  conclusive 
when  made  outside  of  the  State;  arid  it  may  not  always  be  neces- 
sary or  practicable  to  learn  if  there  be  any  such  assessment;  but 
if  it  be  known,  then,  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence  upon  the 
subject,  an  assessed  value  is  sufficient  evidence  of  actual  value 
for  the  taxing  officers  to  act  on.     If  there  be  other  evidence,  the 


so  In  ex  ret.  Fairfield  Chemical 
Co.  (1889),  52  Hun,  93;  s.  c.  6 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  172,  supra.  In 
this  case,  Peckham,  J.,  continued: 
"The  general  purpose  of  statutes 
relating  to  assessment  and  taxa- 
tion is  to  bring  within  their  grasp 
all  property  at  its  actual  value. 
When  the  real  estate  is  within  our 
own  jurisdiction,  the  assessed  is 
regarded  as  the  actual  value  there- 
of. Generally,  the  same  theory 
holds  good  in  regard  to  real  prop- 
erty which  is  situate  without  the 
State.  .  If  the  real  property  of  the 
relator  were  situate  here,  the  as- 
sessed value  of  the  real  property, 
^42,400,  would  of  course  be  the 
sum  to  be  deducted  from  the  value 
of  the  capital  stock,  even  though 
$150,000  had  been  paid  for  such 
property.  By  the  relator's  conten- 
tion it  is  to  have  the  benefit  of  a 
■deduction  '  of  $150,000  from  the 
value  of  its  capital  stock,  simply 
because  its  real  property  which  is 
the  cause  of  the  deduction  is  sit- 
uated in  Connecticut,  although  it 
is  only  taxed  there  at  a  valuation 
upon  such  real  estate  of  $42,400. 
"We  think  that  sum  may  properly 
ie  assumed  to  be  its  value.    Other- 


wise, such  a  corporation  is  in  a 
very  much  better  position  than  one 
whose  real  property  is  held  within 
our  own  State.  If  the  relator's 
real  property  were  held  here,  and 
subjected  to  precisely  the  same 
assessment  as  it  is  in  fact  in  Con- 
necticut, it  is  not  questioned  but 
that  the  balance  of  its  taxable 
property  would  be,  as  stated  by 
the  defendants,  $32,600;  yet,  be- 
cause of  the  simple  fact  that  the 
real  property  is  held  just  over  our 
border  and  the  same  assessment 
is  made,  the  resulting  difference 
is  that  the  relator  has  no  taxable 
property.  This  is  not  jvist.  The 
result  is  obtained  by  assuming 
that  an  assessed  valuation  in  an- 
other State  under  a  general  tax 
law  is  no  evidence  upon  which  the 
taxing  oflicers  of  this  State  can 
act  as  to  the  actual  value  of  such 
real  estate.  We  think  it  is  some 
evidence,  and  enough  to  allow 
such  oiBcers  to  deduct  the  sum 
assessed  as  the  actual  value.  If 
other  evidence  is  given,  it  is  still 
a  question  for  the  assessors  to  de- 
termine the  actual  value,  in  which 
the  assessed  value  may  figure  con- 
spicuously.." 
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■question  is  still  one  for  the  officers  to  decide,  subject  to  review- 
by  the  writ  of  certiorari,  as  in  other  cases."^  "But  if  the  real  es- 
tate should  be  in  another  State  or  country,  or  if  for  any  other 
reason  its  assessed  value  can  not  be  obtained,  then,  as  the  best 
and  nearest  substitute  for  it,  the  price  paid,  as  the  presumed  value 
in  the  absence  of  proof  or  of  any  other  standard,  may  be  taken 
as  the  assessable  value."*'' 

In  the  above  opinion,  it  is  the  failure  to  obtain  knowledge  of  the 
assessed  value  of  the  real  estate  which  is  the  main  ground  for 
taking  some  other  standard  for  assessment.  That  failure,  it  was 
assumed,  might  arise  if  the  real  estate  should  be  situated  in  some 
other  State  or  country,  but  there  was  no  assumption  that,  as 
matter  of  law,  no  such  knowledge  could  be  obtained.  The  im- 
plication is  that  if  it  were  in  fact  obtained,  then  it  was  the  proper 
amount  to  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the  stock,  because  it 
might  be  assumed  to  be  the  actual  value  of  the  real  property.*^ 

In  another  case,  that  of  the  Panama  Railroad  Company,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  real  estate  of  the  corporation  was  situated  in 
New  Granada,  and  that  it  paid  an  annual  sum  in  gross  to  that 
■government  in  lieu  of  taxes  on  its  real  estate,  immunities  and  per- 
sonal property.  In  this  case  there  could  be  no  assessed  value  of 
the  real  estate,  and  therefore  there  was  no  such  way  to  establish 
its  actual  value,  and  hence  it  was  held  that  an  inquiry  might  be 
tnade  into  the  price  paid  for  the  real  estate,  which  in  the  absence 
■of  other  and  better  evidence  might  be  taken  as  representing  the 
truer  value.** 

§  506.  (e)  Deduction  for  the  company's  debts. — In  New  York 
in  determining  the  value  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  for 
the  purposes  of  taxation,  it  is  held  that  the  indebtedness  of  the 
corporation  should  be  deducted  from  the  real  value  of  the  stock 
and  the  tax  should  be  imposed  upon  the  balance,  provided  the 
balance  be  not  less  than  ten  per  cent,  of  the  capital,  which  under 
the  laws  of  that  State  is  exempt  from  taxation. *°     And  under  the 

81  Ex  ret.  Fairfield  Chemical  Co.  tion  was  not  situated  in  a  foreign 
<1889),  52  Hun,  93;  s.  c.  6  Ry.  &  State,  and  People  v.  Commission- 
Corp.  L.  J.  172.  ers,   104   N.   Y.   240.   where   there 

82  Dictum  in  People  v.  Commis-  was  no  assessed  valuation  of  the 
sioners,  95  N.  Y.  554.  property  by  the  foreign  State. 

83  Ex  rel.  Fairfield  Chemical  Co.  s*  People  v.  Commissioners,  104 
(1889),  52  Hun,  93;  s.  c.  6  Ry.  &  N.  Y.  240. 

■Corp.  L.  J.  172,  distinguishing  Peo-  85  People  v.  Coleman    (1888),  1 

pie  V.  Commissioners,  95  N.  Y.  N.  Y.  Supp.  666;  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
554,  where  the  property  in  ques-      1857,  ch.  456,  §  3. 
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former  reverlue  law  of  Kentucky,  which  required  certain  corpora- 
tions to  pay  a  tax  on  their  property  equivalent  to  the  tax  on  real 
estate,  corporations,  as  well  as  natural  persons,  were  entitled  to 
deduct  their  indebtedness  from  the  value  of  property  not  required 
to  be  listed.*" 

§  506a.  Taxation  of  corporate  securities  and  loans. — The  tax 
on  the  bonded  debt  or  loans  which  is  imposed  in  Maryland  and 
Pennsylvania,*'  is  only  supplementary  to  the  tax  on  capital  stock, 
and  is  not,  properly  speaking,  a  tax  upon  the  corporations  them- 
selves, since  they  deduct  the  amount  of  the  tax  from  the  interest 
due  their  creditors.  "The  debtor  is  simply  the  collector  of  the 
tax,  and  his  remedy  for  collection  is  to  deduct  it  from  the  interest ; 
this  and  no  more  is  the  legal  effect  of  the  statute."** 

The  constitutionality  of  the  Pennsylvania  act  has  been  attacked 
upon  various  grounds ;  but  it  is  held  that  the  tax  upon  the  bonds 
and  securities  issued  by  corporations  is  not  unconstitutional  in 
requiring  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  to  deduct  the  tax  from 


88  Commonwealth  v.  St.  Bernard 
Coal  Co.  (Ky.  1888),  9  S.  W.  Rep. 
709. 

87  Md.  Pub.  Gen.  Laws,  art.  81, 
§§  87-88;  Pa.  Act  of  June  30,  1885, 
Pa.  Laws,  139.  0/.  Ind.  Rev.  Stat. 
(1887),  §§  6357,  6359. 

88  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Com- 
monwealth (1889),  129  Pa.  St. 
429;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  13. 
In  Hunter's  Appeal  (Pa.  1887),  10 
Atlan.  Rep.  429  (not  reported),  it 
was  held  that  the  Acts  of  June  7, 
1879,  of  June  10,  1881,  and  of  June 
30,  1885,  providing  that  all  mort- 
gages and  money  owing  by  solvent 
debtors,  owned  by  any  person  or 
persons  whatsoever,  should  be  lia- 
ble to  taxation  for  State  purposes, 
did  not  impose  a  tax  on  mortgages 
and  other  moneys  at  interest  in 
the  hands  of  corporations,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  tax  paid  by  them 
upon  their  capital  stock,  and  in- 
vested in  mortgages  and  loans, 
"persons"  not  including  corpora- 
tions, and  it  not  being  manifest 
therefrom  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended to  impose  double  taxes  on 
corporations.  Although  a  corpora- 
tion is  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver 


appointed  by  the  United  States 
court,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  treas- 
urer, who  is  also  the  treasurer  of 
the  receiver,  to  assess  the  tax  of 
three  mills  on  its  bonded  indebt- 
edness, as  required  by  Act  Pa. 
June  30,  1885,  without  awaiting 
June  30,  1885,  and  the  receiver 
having  paid  the  interest  in  full 
without  deducting  the  tax,  the 
company  is  liable  therefor.  Com- 
monwealth v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  C. 
&  I.  Co.  (Pa.  1890),  20  Atlan.  Rep. 
531.  When  interest  on  the  bonded 
indebtedness  of  a  corporation  is 
paid  at  a  rate  less  than  stipulated 
on  the  coupons  by  the  guarantor, 
who  takes  up  and  cancels  the  cou- 
pons, and  surrenders  them  to  the 
corporation,  and  charges  it  with 
the  amount  paid,  the  interest  will 
be  regarded  as  paid,  and  the  cor- 
poration held  liable  for  the  tax 
on  the  indebtedness  provided  for 
by  Act  Pa.  June  30,  1885,  without 
awaiting  a  settlement  between  the 
guarantor  and  the  corporation. 
Commonwealth  v.  Philadelphia  & 
R.  C.  &  I.  Co.  (Pa.  1890),  20  Atlan. 
Rep.  580. 
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the  interest  payable  to  the  bondholders,  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
a  taking  of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  since  the  law 
^itself  gives  them  notice  of  the  tax,  and  the  mode  of  its  collec- 
tion f^  that  the  basis  of  estimate  being  made  the  nominal  instead 
of  the  actual  value  of  the  securities,  is  not  anunjust  discrimination 
and  does  not  violate  the  federal  constitution  in  withholding  from 
any  person  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws ;°°  that  the  law  does 
not  impair  the  obligation  of  the  contract  between  the  company 


89  Bell's  Gap  R.  Co.  v.  Common- 
wealth (1890),  134  U.  S.  232;  City 
'Of  Chester  v.  Commonwealth 
(1890),  134  V.  S.  240. 

80  Bell's  Gap  R.  Co.  v.  Common- 
wealth (1890),  134  U.  S.  232;  City 
•of  Chester  v.  Commonwealth 
(1890),  134  U.  S.  240;  Common- 
wealth V.  Delaware  Div.  Canal  Co. 
(1889),  123  Pa.  St.  594,  holding 
that  the  legislature  has  power  to 
fix  the  face  value  of  corporate  ob- 
ligations as  their  value  for  taxing 
purposes;  that  the  tax  was  In  the 
nature  of  a  specific  tax,  not  a  tax 
Tipon  actual  value;  that  the  legis- 
lature having  fixed  the  nominal 
"value  of  the  bonds  as  the  basis  of 
taxation,  no  further  assessment, 
properly  so  called,  was  required; 
that  it  was  a  proper  exercise  of 
legislative  power  to  require  the 
company's  treasurer  to  "assess" 
the  tax — that  Is  to  say,  to  deter- 
mine the  amount  of  the  company's 
loans  liable  to  taxation  at  their 
nominal  value,  and  to  apply  there- 
to the  rate  fixed  by  law;  the  taxa- 
tion being  the  result  of  the  rule 
thus  applied;  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co. 
v.  Commonwealth  (1889),  129  Pa. 
St.  420;  s.  o.  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
13,  where  the  court  having  cited 
the  foregoing  case  with  approval, 
continued:  "Taxes  have  been  lev- 
ied and  collected  in  Pennsylvania 
in  this  form  for  more  than  'half  a 
century.  The  fourth  section  of  the 
Act  of  1885  is  but  a  transcript  of 
the  forty-second  section  of  the  Act 
of  1844,  which  provides  the  only 
method,  since  its  passage,  for  the 
assessment  and  collection  of  taxes 


upon  municipal  loans.  The  Act  of 
1844  is  still  In  force,  and  its  valid- 
ity, until  the  very  recent  case  of 
Commonwealth  v.  City  of  Chester, 
122  Pa.  St.  626,  has  never  been 
disputed.  On  the  trial  of  the  cases 
involving  the  construction  and 
validity  of  other  statutes  differing 
from  that  of  1844,  this  provision  of 
the  last-mentioned  act  has  been 
uniformly  and  consistently  recog- 
nized as  a  valid  exercise  of  legis- 
lative power.  (Maltby  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  52  Pa.  St.  140.)  Specific 
taxes  for  a  long  series  of  years 
have  been  imposed  within  this 
State,  not  only  upon  particular 
classes  of  property,  but  upon 
classes  of  persons,  and  we  have 
never  known  the  power,  when 
properly  exercised,  to  have  been 
called  in  question.  Taxes  are  gen- 
erally classified  as  specific,  ad  va- 
lorem, and  for  public  benefit.  The 
last  two  classes  are  necessarily 
based  upon  an  assessment  of  ac- 
tual values,  whereas  in  the  first 
class  the  value  is  either  fixed  by 
statute,  or  the  tax  is  intended  to 
subserve  some  supposed  public  in- 
terest or  policy.  'Of  the  different 
taxes  which  the  State  may  im- 
pose,' says  Mr.  Justice  Field  in 
Hagar  v.  Reclamation  Dist.,  Ill  U. 
S.  709,  'there  is  a  vast  number  of 
which,  from  their  nature,  no  no- 
tice can  be  given  to  the  tax-payer, 
nor  would  notice  be  of  any  possi- 
ble advantage  to  him,  such  as  poll 
taxes,  license  taxes  (not  dependent 
upon  the  extent  of  his  business), 
and  generally  specific  taxes  on 
things,  or  persons,  or  occupations. 
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and  its  creditors;"^  and  again,  that  this  mode  of  taxation  is  not 
open  to  the  objection  that  the  corporation  is  taxed  for  property 
not  its  own,  since  the  tax  is  in  fact  on  the  bondholder,  and  not, 
on  the  corporation.*^ 

The  Ohio  statute  entitled  "An  act  to  enable  railroad  companies, 
to  redeem  their  bonded  debts,"  which  authorizes  the  issue  of  cer- 
tificates of  preferred  stock,  does  not  authorize  the  issue  of  certifi- 
cates of  indebtedness ;  and  hence  holders  of  certificates  issued  by- 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  are  stockholders  in,  and  not 
creditors  of,  the  corporation ;  and  are  not  required  to  list  their 
shares  for  taxation  in  that  State.'*  Bonds  issued  by  a  railway 
company  are  not  "public  stocks  and  securities"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  tax  acts  of  Massachusetts,'*  but  are  "debts  due;"  and. 
money  invested  in  them  is  "money  at  interest,"  for  which  the- 
owner  is  entitled  to  the  rights  secured  by  those  statutes,  even 
though  the  company  was  created  by  and  is,  to  some  extent,  subject 
to  the  control  of  the  United  States  government.'^ 


In  such  cases  the  legislature,  in 
authorizing  the  tax,  fixes  its 
amount,  and  that  is  the  end  of 
the  matter.  If  the  tax  he  not  paid, 
the  property  of  the  delinquent 
may  be  sold,  and  he  "be  thus  de- 
prived of  his  property.  Yet  there 
can  be  no  question  that  the  pro- 
ceeding is  due  process  of  law,  as 
there  is  no  inquiry  into  the  weight 
of  evidence,  or  other  element  of  a 
judicial  nature,  and  nothing  could 
be  changed  by  hearing  the  tax- 
payer. No  right  of  his  is  there- 
fore invaded.'  Though  differing 
from  the  ordinary  forms  pursued 
in  courts  of  Justice,  the  general 
system  of  procedure  for  the  levy 
and  collection  of  taxes,  if  not  ar- 
bitrary, oppressive  and  unjust,  has 
always  been  regarded  as  due  proc- 
ess of  law.  Kelly  v.  Pittsburgh, 
104  V.  S.  78;  Davidson  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 96  XJ.  S.  97." 

91  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Com- 
monwealth (1889),  129  Pa.  St. 
429;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  13, 
where  the  court  said:  "It  is  dif- 
ficult to  see  how  the  imposition  of 
a  tax  upon  money  at  interest  can 
be  supposed  to  impair  the  obliga- 
tions   of   the   contract   which   se- 


cures payment;  the  tax  is  upon 
the  debt.  The  debtor  is  simply  the- 
collector  of  the  tax,  and  his  rem- 
edy for  collection  is  to  defalk  it 
from  the  interest;  this,  and  no 
more,  is  the  legal  effect  of  the- 
statute.  The  whole  question  turns 
upon  the  validity  of  the  tax;  for,. 
If  the  tax  is  valid,  the  creditor  cer- 
tainly cannot  complain  of  the  rem- 
edy provided  for  its  collection^ 
The  contract  is  In  no  sense  im- 
paired; the  debtor  is  held  for  the- 
payment  of  the  whole  debt,  but 
upon  the  eiact  footing  of  his  con- 
tract. He  is  simply  permitted  to. 
defalk  such  part  thereof  as  he  has 
under  legal  obligation  paid,  laid 
out,  and  expended  on  behalf  of  the- 
creditor." 

92  Bell's  Gap  R.  Co.  v.  Common- 
wealth  (1890),  134  U.  S.  232. 

93  Miller  V.  Ratterman  (Ohio,. 
1890),  47  Ohio  St.  141,  constru- 
ing Oljio  Act  of  April  16,  1870,  and 
Ohio  Rev.  St.  §  2746. 

94  Mass.  Pub.  Stats,  ch.  11,  §  4; 
Stat,  of  1820,  ch.  64,  §  1. 

96  Hale  v.  Hampshire  County 
Commissioners  (1886),  37  Mass. 
111. 
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§  507.     Tax  on  shares  in  the  hands  of  stockholders. — A  tax 

on  the  shares  of  stockholders  in  a  corporation  is  a  different  thing 
from  a  tax  on  the  corporation  itself  or  its  stock  and  may  be  laid 
irrespective  of  any  taxation  of  the  corporation  where  no  contract 
relations  forbid."" 

§  508.  (a)  Tax  on  shares  held  by  resident  stockholders  in 
foreign  corporations. — Shares,  being  personal  property,  follow 
the  owner's  domicile  and  are  there  taxable,  and  so  the  state  may 
tax  its  citizens  upon  shares  which  they  own  in  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion."^ For  purposes  of  taxation  in  the  United  States,  an  Eng- 
lish joint-stock  company  may  be  regarded  as  a  corporation.'' 

§  509.  (b)  Tax  on  shares  held  by  non-resident  stockholders 
in  domestic  corporations. — The  State  creating  the  corporation 
may  by  statute  give  to  the  shares  of  stock  the  situs  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  so  make  shares  held  by  non-residents  taxable  at  the 
domicile  of  the  corporation  by  compelling  the  corporation  to  pay 
the  tax  and  giving  it  a  lien  d-n  the  stock  for  the  tax  so  paid."" 
Bonds  owned  by  a  non-resident,  and  certificates  of  stock  held  by  a 
non-resident  in  a  domestic  corporation,  deposited  in  New  York, 
are  subject  to  the  tax.^  A  transfer  of  stock,  reserving  the  in- 
come to  the  donor  for  life,  to  take  effect  at  his  death,  is  subject 
to  the  tax.^ 

§  509a.  (b)  Situs  of  shares  for  the  purpose  of  taxation. — 
The  legislature  may  change  the  situs  for  purpose  of  taxation  from 
that  of  the  domicile  or  place  of  business  of  the  company.'  The 
actual  place  of  business  is  the  place  where  the  corporation  will  be 
taxed.*  The  rule  is  to  levy  the  tax  on  resident  stockholders  in  the 
cities,  counties  or  towns  of  their  residence,  ■  unless  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  statute."     Municipal  taxes  are  leviable  upon  the  shares 

96  Cooley  on  Taxation,  231.  elers,     etc.     Co.     v.     Connecticut 

37  In  re   Greenleaf    (1900),   184  (1902),  185  U.  S.  364. 
111.  226,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  168;  Mac-  iJra  re  Whiting   (1896),  150  N. 

kay  V.  San  Francisco   (1896),  113  Y.  27,  34  L.  R.  A.  232,  55  Am.  St. 

Cal.  392;  Stanford  v.  City,  etc.  Co.  Rep.  640. 
(1900),  131  Cal.  34.  2 Matter  of  Cornell    (1902),  170 

8s  Liverpool,   etc.   Co.  v.  Oliver,  N.  Y.  423,  63  N.  E.  435. 
10  Wall.  (U.  S.)  566.  3  Columbus,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Wright 

99  Boston,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mercantile,  (1894),  151  IT.  S.  470. 
etc.  Co.    (Md.  1896),  34  Atl.  778;  ♦  Detroit,   etc.   Co.   v.   Board   of 

Mercantile,     etc.     Co.    v.     Mellon  Assessors    (1892),    91   Mich.    382; 

(1900),  196  Pa.  St.  176,  46  Atl.  308;  In  re  McLean  (1892),  66  Hun.  122, 

State  V.  Merchants'  Bank   (1901),  138  N.  Y.  158. 

160  Mo.  640,  61  S.  W.  676;   Trav-  5  Revere  v.  Boston    (1877),  123 

Mass.  375. 
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of  Stock  only  when  authorized  by  law,  and  when  the  shares  are 
owned  by  persons  living  within  the  municipal  jurisdiction,  but  not 
upon  shareholders  living  elsewhere,  though  within  the  state.* 
But  under  express  statutory  authority  a  city  may  levy  tax  upon 
stock  in  a  local  bank,  although  some  of  the  shareholders  reside 
elsewhere.^ 

Accordingly,  a  State  may  tax  personal  property  within  the  State 
regardless  of  domicile  of  the  owner,  and  may  tax  other  property 
of  a  resident  owner  though  it  is  not  actually  within  the  State.* 

§  510.  Double  tax,  by  tax  of  capital  stock,  and  also  of 
shares.: — The  tangible  property  of  a  corporation  and  the  shares 
of  its  stock  are  distinct  kinds  of  property  under  different  owner- 
ship, the  former  being  the  property  of  the  corporation,  the  latter 
that  of  the  shareholders,  and  it  is  held  that  although  the  company 
may  pay  taxes  upon  its  property,  yet  a  tax  upon  the  shares  is  not 
unjust  as  being  double  taxation.^  But  although  the  State  has  the 
power  to  levy  double  taxes,  they  are  never  to  be.  presumed  in  the 
absence  of  explicit  statutory  language.^"  In  many  States  shares 
of  stock  are  exempt  by  statute  from  taxation  when  the  corpora- 
tion itself  is  taxed. ^^     Under  such  a  statute  it  is  held  that  the 

6  Craft  V.  Tuttle  (1866),  27  Ind.  561;  Conwell  v.  Connersville,  15 
332;  Griffith  v.  Watson  (1877),  19  Ind.  159;  Cook  v.  Burlington,  59 
Kan.  23.  Iowa,  251.     Gf.  Ryan  v.  Commls- 

7  Union   Bank  v.   City  of  Rich-  sioners   (1883),  30  Kan.  185. 
mend   (1897),  94  Va.  316.  "New  Orleans  v.  Houston,  119 

8  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Halliday  U.  S.  265;  Tennessee  v.  WMtworth, 
(Ohio,  1903),  126  Fed.  257  (U.  S.,  117  U.  S.  136;  Republic  Life  Ins. 
C.  C.  A.).  Co.  V.  Pollock  (1874),  75  111.  292; 

9  Farrington  v.  Tennessee,  95  "Taxation  of  Corporations,"  by 
IT.  S.  679,  687  (1877);  Belo  v.  Prof.  E.  R.  A.  Seligman  (1890), 
Commissioners    (1880),    82    N.    C.  5  Polit.  Science  Quart.  636. 

415;  New  Orleans  v.  Canal  Co.,  32  "  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  pt.  1,  ch.  xiii. 

La.  Ann.  51;  Emsly  v.  Memphis,  6  tit.  1,  §  7;  Gordon  v.  Baltimore,  5 

Baxter,  553;   Pittsburgh  R.  Co.  v.  Gill.  231;  Ala.  Rev.  Code  of  1884, 

Commonwealth  ,  66    Pa.    St.    77;  Bee.  2,  §  8;   N.  C.  Rev.  Laws,  ch. 

Whitesell  v.  Northampton  County,  102,  §  7;   S.  C.  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  xil, 

49  Pa.  St.  526;    State  v.  Thomas,  sec.  6,  §  19;  Fla.  Dig.  ch.  138,  §  10; 

26   N.   J.   181;    Frazer  v.   Seibern  W.  Va.  Code,   ch.  29,   §   51;    Tex. 

(1866),    16    Ohio    St.    614;    Salem  Rev.    Stat.    art.    4682;    Ohio    Rev. 

Iron   Co.    V.    Danvers    (1813),    10  Stat.  §  2746;  Mich.  Laws  of  1885, 

Mass.  514;   Tremont  Bank  v.  Bos-  ch.  153,  §  2;  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  sec. 

ton,  1  Cush.  142;  Toll  Bridge  Co.  1038,  §  9;  Neb.  Comp.  Stat.  ch.  77, 

V.    Osborn     (1868),    35    Conn.    7;  art.   1,   §   7;    Idaho  Rev.   Stat.   §§ 

Cumberland  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Portland,  1401,    1440;    Mont.   Act   of   March 

37  Me.  444;  Danville  Banking  Co.  14,  1899,  §  9;  Utah  Comp.  Laws,  1 

.V.   Parks,    88   111.    170;    Porter  v.  2009.     In   Cheshire   County   Tele- 

Rockford,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1875),  76  111.  phone  Co.  v.  State  (1886),  63  N.  H. 
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shareholder  is  not  taxable  even  when  the  company  does  not  fulfil 
its  duty  in  returning  its  property  for  taxation.^''  In  some  States 
the  constitutions  forbid  double  taxation.^^  Other  States  tax  the 
shares  but  collect  it  from  the  company.^*  In  others  again,  in  the 
assessment  of  the  shares  to  the  holders,  a  proportionate  part  of 
the  value  of  the  corporate  property  otherwise  taxed,  is  deducted 
from  each  share.^^  The  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
may  tax  him  upon  shares  held  in  a  foreign  corporation  whose 
property  is  beyond  its  jurisdiction,^*  the  situs  of  the  shares  being 
the  residence  of  the  owner  when  the  contrary  is  not  declared  by 
statute.^^  But  the  taxing  powers  of  a  State  are  limited  to  per- 
sons and  property  within  and  subject  to  its  jurisdiction,  and  there- 
fore do  not  extend  to  intangible  personal  property  owned  by  a 
non-resident  of  the  State.  Thus,  where  one  residing  in  the  State 
of  New  York  owns  stock  representing  the  debt  of  the  city  of 
Baltimore,  it  is  not  taxable  by  the  State  of  Maryland.^*  In  the 
absence  of  constitutional  restriction,  the  state  may  tax  the  shares 
of  stock  in  the  hands  of  the  shareholder  and  also  tax  the  corpor- 
ation upon  its  corporate  capital,  property,  and  franchises,  which 
in  effect  is  double  taxation^*  Not  only  has  it  the  power  to  tax 
doubly  but  trebly,  in  the  absence  of  constitutional  restraint,  how- 
ever unjust  such  taxation  rriay  be;  as,  where  in  Connecticut  there 
was  quadruple  taxation,  namely  upon  the  real  estate  of  the  cor- 
poration, its  capital  stock,  the  shares  of  stock,  and  upon  the  capital 
stock  and  shares  of  its  principal  shareholder,  a  railroad  corpora- 
te?, the  principle  was  declared  Me.  Rev.  Stat.,  tit.  1,  sec.  14,  §  3; 
tliat  no  legal  assessment  of>  taxes  Minn.  Gen.  Stat.,  ch.  xi;  Neb.  Act 
can  be  made  against  corporate  of  1879,  §  32.  And  as  to  banks  in 
property  at  the  same  time  that  New  York,  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1866, 
the  stock  of  the  corporation  is  ch.  761;  of  1882,  ch.  409,  §  312. 
taxed  as  to  its  owners.  is  Ogden  v.   City  of   St.   Joseph 

.    13  Gillespie  V.Gaston  (1887),  67       (1887),  90  Mo.  522. 
Tex.  599.  ^^  Ogden   v.   City  of  St.   Joseph 

isCal.  Const,  art.  xii,  §  1,  con-      (1887),  90  Mo.  522. 
strued  in  Burke  v.  Badlam  (1881),  is  City  of  Baltimore  v.   Hussey 

57  Cal.  594.  (1887),  67  Md.  112. 

14  Ga.  Code,  §  815;  13  Del.  Laws,  lo  U.  S.  Electric,  etc.  Co.  v.  State 

•ch.  393;  N.  C.  Machinery  Act  of  (1894),  79  Md.  63;  Durham  Co.  v. 
March  11,  1899,  §  16;  Kan.  Comp.  Blackwell,  etc.  Co.  (1895),  116  N. 
Laws,  ch.  107,  §  6.     ,  C.  441;  Memphis  v.  Home  Ins.  Co. 

isTenn.  Laws  of  1868-69,  ch.  9,       (1892),    91   Tenn.   558;    19    S.   "W. 
§  9-  La.  Acts  of  1888,  No.  85,  §  27;       1042;     Stroh    v.    City    of    Detroit 
N.   H.  Gen.    Stat.   chs.  53-55;    Vt.       (Mich.  1902),  90  N.  W.  1029. 
Rev.  Laws,  tit.   9,   ch.   22,   §   288; 
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tion.'"  Although  double  taxation  is  not  illegal,  courts  aim  tO' 
construe  statutes  in  a  way  to  avoid  that  result,  unless  the  statute 
clearly  requires  it.^^  A  national  bank  is  taxable  on  stock  it  holds- 
in  another  corporation,  although  it  also  is  taxed  thereon."^ 

§  511.  Exemption  from  tax. — In  the  absence  of  constitu- 
tional restriction  a  State  may  exempt  the  corporate  property  fromi 
taxation.  The  exemption  is  a  contract  which  the  State  can  not 
afterwards  repeal,  unless  it  has  reserved  the  right  to  alter  or 
repeal  it,^-^'  but  an  exemption  by  way  of  amendment  without  any 
consideration  may  be  repealed.^^l"  A  tax  upon  personal  property  of 
a  corporation  is  not  a  prior  lien  unless  the  statute  expressly  makes- 
it  SO.--C  In  case  of  exemption  of  either  corporate  property,  fran- 
chises or  capital  stock,  the  federal  courts  and  some  others  hold 
that  shares  of  stock  are  by  implication  exempt,  though  the  contrary- 
is  held  in  others  and  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court.^^^  Ex- 
emption of  shares  of  stock  impliedly  exempts  the  capital  stock  and 
corporate  property  and  franchises. ^^e  Exemption  of  a  railroad 
corporation  from  state  taxation,  except  when  its  dividends  exceed 
eight  per  cent.,  is  a  contract  with  the  State,  and  protected  under 
the  federal  constitution. ^^t'  Such  exemptions  cannot  be  impaired 
by  subsequent  legislation,  but  do  not  extend  to  subsequently  built 
branch  lines  of  railroad.^^S  Exemption  of  the  capital  stock  from 
taxation,  means  from  tax  on  property  and  is  not  exemption  from 
a  license  fee.  That  is  an  occupation  tax.^^^  In  Illinois  the  exemp- 

20  Toll  Bridge  Co.  v.  Osborn  22d  fJew  Orleans  v.  Citizens' 
(1868),  35  Conn.  7.  Bank  (1897),  167  U.  S.  371;  State 

21  Com.  V.  Fall  Brook,  etc.  Co.  v.  Bank  of  Commerce  (1895),  95 
(1893),  156  Pa.  St.  488,  26  Atl.  Tenn.  221;  Richardson  v.  City  of 
1071;  Lewiston,  etc.  Co.  v.  Asotin  St.  Albans  (1899),  72  Vt.  1,  47  Atl. 
County  (1901),  24  Wash.  371,  64  100;  State  v.  Heppenheimer 
Pac.  544.  (1896),  58  N.  J.  L.  633,  32  L.  R.  A. 

22  Pacific  Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v.  643;  Penrose  v.  Chaff raix,  106  La. 
Pierce   County    (1899),   20   Wash.  250,  30  South.  718. 

675,  56  Pac.  936;  Republic,  etc.  Co.  22e  State  v.  Bank  of  Commerce 

V.  Pollak   (1874),  75  111.  292.  (1892),    53    Fed.    735;     Bank    of 

22a  Mobile  &  Ohio  R.  R.  V.  Tenn.  Commerce    v.    Tennessee     (1896), 

(1894),  153  U.  S.  486;  Wilmington,  161  U.  S.  134. 

etc.  R.  R.  V.  Alsbrook  (1892),  146  22f  Mobile  &  Ohio  R.  R.  v.  Ten- 

U.  S.  279;  Pearsall  v.  Great  North-  nessee  (1894),  153  U.  S.  486. 

ern  Ry.   (1896),  161  XT.  S.  646.  22g Wilmington,  etc.  Co.  v.  Als- 

22b  Manistee,  etc.  Co.  v.  Commis-  brook  (1892),  146  U.  S.  279. 

sloner    of   Railroads    (1898),    118  2211  state  v.   Citizens'    Bank,   52 

Mich.  349.  La.  Ann.  1086,  27  So.  709   (1899). 

22c  State   of   Minnesota  v.    Cen- 
tral T.  Co.   (1899),  94  Fed.  244. 
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tion  does  not  apply  to  assessments  for  improvements.^^i  Exemp- 
tion from  local  taxation  does  not  include  exemption  from  taxation 
by  the  State.^^3  An  exemption  is  not  to  be  lightly  presumed  from 
the  language  of  a  charter  or  statute.^^l^  The  power  of  taxation  can- 
be  surrendered  only  by  clear  and  unambiguous  language  which 
will  not  bear  any  reasonable  construction  consistent  with  a  reser- 
vation of  that  power.^^l  Thus  an  exemption  from  taxation  of  the 
capital  stock  and  "all  the  property  and  effects"  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany, will  not  be  extended  by  implication  to  outlying  and  de- 
tached lands  which  the  corporation  had  no  power  to  acquire  when 
the  exemption  was  granted,  but  which  were  acquired  under  a 
power  granted  by  a  subsequent  charter.^^ni  And,  generally,  ex- 
emptions of  railway  property  extend  only  to  property  necessary  to 
the  construction,  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  road,  and  not 
to  outlying  lands  acquired  for  resale  or  for  the  timber  thereon.^^i" 
So  an  act  which  provides  that  "the  taxes  laid  upon  manufactur- 
ing corporations,  by  and  under  the  revenue  laws  of  this  Common- 
wealth, be,  and  they  are  hereby,  abolished  as  to  such  corporations," 
does  not  exempt  from  taxation  the  capital  stock  of  a  rolling-mill 
company  "invested  in  dwellings  which  are  reasonably  necessary 
for  the  use  of  its  employees,"  as  those  dwellings,  although  con- 
venient and  advantageous,  have  no  necessary  connection  with  the- 
business  for  which  the  company  was  incorporated.^^o  The  same 
statute  has  been  held  to  operate  simply  on  capital  employed  in 

22i  Illinois    Central,    etc.    Co.   v.  law  of  1874,  should  be  exempted 

Mattoon   (1892),  141  111.  32.  from  taxation  of  all  kinds  for  ten 

22j'Wilkesbarre,     etc.     Bank    v.  years.     And  it  was  held  that  the' 

Wilkesbarre    (1892),    148    Pa.    St.  period  of  exemption  did  not  begin 

601,  24  Atl.  111.  to  run  as  to  each  batch  of  land 

22k  Vide  supra,  §  63.  thereafter  patented  from  the  date 

221  Southwestern      R.      Co.      v.  of   the   patent,   and   continue   ten 

Wright,   116  U.  S.  231,  and  cases  years  therefrom,  but  began  to  run 

cited  supra,  §  63.  Under  Laws  Wis.  at  once  as  to  all  the  land  granted, 

1874,   ch.   126,   the   State   granted  and  ceased  entirely,  as  to  all,  at 

lands  to  a  railroad  company,  to  aid  the    end   of   ten   years.     State   v.^ 

in  the  construction  of  its  road,  on  Harshaw    (Wis.   1890),   45   N.   W. 

condition  that  it  should  construct  Rep.  308. 

twenty  miles  each  year  until  the  22m  Ford  v.  Delta  &  Pine  Land 

road  should  be  completed,  patents  Co.  (1890),  43  Fed.  Rep.  181. 
for  a  certain  amount  of  the  land  22nMcCulloch    v.    Stone    (Miss. 

to  be  issued  to  the  company  on  1890),   8  So.  Rep.  236. 
completion  of  each  twenty  miles.  220  Commonwealth  v.  Mahoning- 

Laws  Wis.  18^9,  ch.  22,  provided  Rolling-Mill  Co.  (1889),  129  Pa.  St. 

that  of  all  of  such  lands  thereto-  360,  construing  Pa.  Act  of  June  30, 

fore    patented,    or    which    might  1885,  §  20, 
thereafter  be  patented,  under  the 
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manufacturing,  and  not  to  exempt  the  capital  of  a  manufacturing- 
company  invested  in  bonds,  mortgages,  city  lots  and  store  goods.^* 
Likewise,  a  statute  exempting  from  taxation  the  real  property  of 
a  board  of  trade,  so  long  as  occupied  by  it  for  the  purposes  con- 
templated in  its  organization,  does  not  exempt  such  portion  of 
a  building  owned  by  the  corporation  and  partly  used  for  board  of 
trade  purposes,  as  is  rented  to  third  persons,  although  the  rent 
is  applied  to  the  purposes  of  the  board.^*  An  exemption  of  rail- 
ways has  been  held  not  to  apply  to  a  corporation  which,  under 
authority  to  construct  and  operate  railways  and  tp  build  and  use 
steamships  in  foreign  and  domestic  trade,  constructed  a  short 
line  of  railway,  sold  it,  and  subsequently  engaged  chiefly  in  run- 
ning a  steamship  line.^^  Again,  under  a  general  statute  empower- 
ing towns  by  vote  to  exempt  from  taxation  any  establishment 
proposed  to  be  erected  and  put  in  operation  therein,  and  fhe  capital 
used  in  operating  the  same,  for  the  manufacture  of  fabrics  of  cot- 
ton or  any  other  material,  and  declaring  that  the  vote  shall  be 
a  contract  binding  for  the  term  specified  therein,  it  is  held  that 
a  vote  to  exempt  "any  establishment  thereafter  erected  in  this 
town  for  the  manufacture  of  fabrics,"  is  not  sufficient  to  exempt 
an  establishment  not  expressly  mentioned  in  the  vote.^"  But 
under  a  constitutional  provision  exempting  from  taxation  the 
capital,  machinery  and  other  property  employed  in  the  manufac- 
ture of  textile  fabrics,  property  of  that  kind  used  in  making  cord- 
age, rope  and  twine  is  not  taxable.  ^^  Under  the  city  code  of  Bal- 
timore, which  provides  that,  whenever  the  per  centum  of  the  re- 
ceipts of  any  passenger  railway  company  now  required  to  be  paid 
to  the  city  for  the  use  of  the  park  fund  shall  be  reduced,  the 
reduction  shall  apply  to  the  railways  hereby  authorized  to  be  con- 
structed, it  is  held  that  deductions  by  the  city  of  Baltimore  in 
compromising  with  street-railway  companies  in  suits  for  the 
percentage  of  their  passenger  earnings  due  the  city,  is  not  such  a 
reduction  as   will   entitle   all   companies   constructed   under   the 

23  Appeal      of      Commonwealth  20  Franklin    Falls    Pulp    Co.    v. 
(1889)',  129  Pa.  St.  346.                       Franklin   (N.  H.  1890),  20  Atlan. 

24  City   of    Louisville   v.   Louis-      Rep.   333,   construing  N.   H.   Gen. 
ville  Board  of  Trade   (Ky.  1890),      Laws,  ch.  53,  §  10. 

14  S.  W.  Rep.  408.  27  Waterbury   v.   Atlas   Cordage 

26  International   Navigation   Co.  Co.    (La.   1890),   7   So.   Rep.   783; 

V.  Commonwealth  (1886),  104  Pa.  Hernsheim  v.  Atlas   Steam  Cord- 

St.  38,  construing  Pa.  Act  of  May  age  Co.  (La.  1890),  7  So.  Rep.  784, 

1,  1868.  construing  La.  Const,  art.  207. 
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provisions  of  that  code  to  the  same  reduction.^*  Among  the 
special  privileges  sometimes  granted  to  pi-ivate  corporations  is 
exemption  or  partial  exemption  from  taxation.  Where,  as  in 
some  states,  such  exemption  is  prohibited  by  the  State  constitution, 
any  grant  of  exemption  to  such  a  corporation,  in  violation  of  the 
prohibition,  is  void.^*^  Where  the  only  use  of  a  tract  of  land 
belonging  to  a  religious  corporation  was  to  take  lumber  from  it 
for  improvement  of  its  other  property,  it  was  held  not  to  be 
solely  used  for  charitable  and  religious  purposes  so  as  to  exempt 
it  from  taxation.^^'^ 

Hospitals  and  Schools. — Where  a  hospital  is  incorporated  with 
exemption  of  its  property  from  assessment  for  taxation,  and  its 
charter  authorizes  the  corporation  to  take,  hold,  lease  and  dispose 
of  lands,  the  exemption  is  limited  to  such  real  estate  as  is  neces- 
sary  for  the  purposes   of  the  corporation.^*" 

§  512.  (a)  Exemption  as  a  contract  irrevocable. — Unless  there 
is  some  constitutional  prohibition  against  it,  a  state  legislature  has 
the  power,  for  a  consideration,  to  grant  to  a  private  corporation 
partial  or  complete  exemption  from  taxation  for  a  limited  period, 
or'  forever ;  and  such  a  grant,  without  reservation,  is  a  contract 
irrevocable  under  the  provision  of  the  federal  constitution  for- 
bidding any  State  to  pass  any  law  impairing  the  obligation  of 
contracts.^''  While  the  State  can  not  barter  away  its  power  and 
obligation  to  control  the  public  nealth  and  morals,  nor  its  power 
and  duty  with  respect  to  the  regulation  of  property  dedicated  to 
a  public  use,  it  may  validly  bind  itself  in  the  exercise  of  its  power 
to  levy  and  collect  taxes  upon  corporate  property,^"  unless  there 

28  Baltimore    Union    Pass.    Ry.  2sc  Cooper   Hospital    v.    City   of 

Co.    V.    City    of    Baltimore     (Md.  Camden  (N.  J.  Sup.  1904),  57  Atl. 

1890),  18  Atlan.  Rep.  917,  constru-  269. 

ing  Bait.  Rev.  City  Code  of  1885,  29  Mobile  &  Ohio  R.  R.  v.  Tenn., 

p.  323.  153  U.  S.  486;  Wilmington,  etc.  Co. 

28a  Louisville,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Pal-  v.  Alsbrook,  146  U.  S.  279;  North- 

mer,  109  IT.  S.  244;  Jack  v.  Wein-  western  Univ.  v.  111.,  99  U.  S.  309; 

nett,  115  111.  105,  56  Am.  Rep.  129;  St.    Anna's    Asylum   v.    New    Or- 

Nashville,  etc.  Co.  v.  Wilson  Coun-  leans,  105  U.  S.  362;  Home  of  the 

ty,   89  Tenn.  597;   Hibernian,  etc.  Friendless     v.     Rowse,     8     Wall. 

Soc.  V.  Kelly,  28  Or.  173,  52  Am.  (U.  S.)   430;  Wilmington,  etc.  Co. 

St.  Rep.  769;   Hogg  v.  Mackay,.23  v.    Reid,    13    Wall.    (U.    S.)    264; 

Or.  339,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  682;  Lit-  Whiting  v.  Town  of  West  Point, 

tie  Rock,  etc.  Co.  v.  Worthen,  46  88  Va.  905,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  750; 

Ark.  312.  Milwaukee,  etc.  Co.  v.  City  of  Mil., 

28b  People     V.     Reilly     (N.     Y.  95  Wis.  39,  36  L.  R.  A.  45. 

1904),  70  N.  E.  1107.'  so  A  law  pledging  the   faith  of 
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be  some  provision  in  the  constitution  of  the  State  forbidding  the 
exemption  of  corporations  from  taxation ;  in  which  case  the  legis- 
lature can  not  create  a  corporation  capable  of  acquiring  and  holdc 
ing  property  free  from  liability  to  taxation.'^  The  principle  that 
the  legislature  may  make  an  irrevocable  •  contract  of  exemption 
from  taxation  does  not  derive  its  origin  from  the  Dartmouth 
College  case.  It  found  its  earliest  assertictti  in  the  case  of  New 
Jfersey  v.  Wilson,^-  decided  in  1812;  and  the  succeeding  cases 
which  affirm  the  rule,  profess  to  rest  upon  that  case.''  But  a  stat- 
utory provision  for  ascertaining  a  tax  in  a  certain  manner  is  not 
a  contract  that  no  statute  shall  thereafter  provide  a  different 
method.'*    And  exemptions  from  taxation  which  are  mere  boun- 


the  State  not  to  impose  any 
further  tax  or  burden  upon  banks. 
If  they  would  perform  certain  con- 
ditions, has  been  held  to  be  an 
■exemption  of  more  than  the  fran- 
■chise,  and  to  protect  the  stock- 
holders from  any  tax  upon  them 
as  individuals  by  reason  of  their 
■stock.  Gordon  v.  Appeal  Tax 
Court,  3  How.  133.  A  statute  of 
Illinois,  passed  in  1855,  declares 
that  all  the  property  of  the  North- 
western University  shall  be  for- 
ever free  from  taxation.  A  statute 
of  1872  limited  this  exemption  to 
land  and  other  property  in  Imme- 
diate use  by  the  iilstitution;  and 
it  was  held,  that  the  latter  statute 
impaired  the  obligation  of  the  con- 
tract of  exemption  found  in  the 
statute  of  1855.  Northwestern 
University  v.  People,  99  U.  S.  309. 
In  St.  Anna's  Asylum  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 105  U.  S.  362,  it  was  held 
that  section  118  of  the  Louisiana 
•constitution  of  1868,  requiring  uni- 
formity of  taxation  throughout  the 
State,  and  the  act  in  pursuance 
thereof,  under  which  a  tax  was 
imposed  on  the  property  of  an 
asylum  contrary  to  the  express 
terms  of  its  charter,  are  in  viola- 
tion of  §  10,  art.  1  of  the  federal 
constitution. 

31  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Palmes,  109  U.  S.  244.  A  provi- 
sion in  a  new  State  constitution, 
that  no  property  should  be  exempt 


from  taxation  except  public  school 
property,  applies  as  well  to  the 
renewal  of  an  exemption  as  to  its 
original  creation.  Trask  v.  Ma- 
guire,  18  Wall.  391. 

32  New  Jersey  v.  Wilson,  7 
Cranch,  164.  The  contract  in 
this  case  was  an  act  of  New 
Jersey  declaring  that  certain  lands 
should  be  purchased  for  the  In- 
dians and  that  such  lands  should 
not  be  thereafter  subject  to  taxa- 
tion. 

33  Gordon  v.  Appeal  Tax  Court. 
3  How.  133;  Piqua  Bank  v.  Knoop, 
16  How.  369;  Ohio  Life  Ins.  & 
Trust  Co.  v.  De  Bolt,  16  How.  416; 
Dodge  v.  Woolsey,  18  How,.  331; 
Mechanics'  &  Traders'  Bank  v. 
Thomas,  18  How.  384;  McGee  v. 
Mathis,  4  Wall.  143;  Jefferson 
Branch  Bank  v.  Skelly  (1861),  1 
Black,  436,  446,  where  it  is  held, 
however,  that  the  abandonment  of 
the  power  to  tax  "ought  not  to  be 
presumed  in  a  case  in  which  the 
deliberate  purpose  of  a  State  to 
abandon  it  does  not  appear;" 
Home  of  the  Friendless  v.  Rouse, 
8  Wall.  438;  Wilmington  R.  Co.  v. 
Reid,  13  Wall.  264;  Farrington  v. 
Tennessee,  95  U.  S.  679;  Murray 
V.  Charleston,  96  U.  S.  432. 

84  Bailey  v.  Maguire,  22  Wall. 
215.  The  legislature  of  Ohio,  in 
1834,  incorporated  the  Ohio  Life 
Insurance  &  Trust  Company,  a  sec- 
tion in  its  charter  providing  that 


§,512.]  TAXATION    OF   OORPOEATIONS   AND    OF   STOCK.  719 

ties,  or  privileges  granted  without  consideration,  may  be  with- 
•drawn  or  repealed  by  the  legislature."  When  a  State,  in  charter- 
ing a  charitable  corporation,  exempts  its  property  from  taxation, 
a  subsequent  law,  taxing  its  property,  is  void.''  The  contract  is 
as  fully  protected  against  impairment  by  adoption  of  constitu- 
tional provision,  as  against  impairment  by  statute.^''  Where  the 
corporation  is  exempt  from  taxation,  no  tax  can  be  imposed  upon 
shares  of  its  stock  in  the  hands  of  stockholders,  for  this  is  in 
■effect  a  tax  upon  the  corporation.'*  The  exemption  of  capital 
stock  of  a  corporation  from  taxation  is  construed  to  exempt  its 
shares  in  the  hands  of  shareholders.'"  An  exemption  from  taxa- 
tion, constituting  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  State  not  to  tax, 
is  held  never  to  arise  by  implication.*"  A  provision  in  an  act, 
•consolidating  two  railroad  companies,  requiring  the  consolidated 
■company  to  pay  a  tax  of  one-quarter  per  cent,  on  its  stock,  does 
not  prevent  the  legislature  from  imposing  further  and  different 
taxes.*^  Where, the  charter  of  a  street  railway  company  provided 
that  the  company  should  pay  license  of  $30'  for  each  car  run  by 
the  company,  and  the  legislature  afterward  increased  the  license 
to  $50,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  contract  to  require  only 

no  higher  taxes  should  be  levied  v.  Berry,  52  N.  J.  L.  308,  19  Atl. 
-on  the  capital  stock  or  dividends  665.  A  charter  exempting  prop- 
of  the  company  tian  are  or  may  erty  of  a  railroad  company,  and 
he  levied  on  the  capital  stock  or  the  shares  therein,  from  taxation, 
dividends  of  incorporated  banking  exempts  not  only  the  rolling  stock 
institutions  in  the  State.  In  1851  and  real  estate,  but  also  the  fran- 
an  act  was  passed  providing  that  chise  of  the  corporation,  and  a  sub- 
the  stock  of  this  company,  among  sequent  law  taxing  the  franchise 
others,  should  be  taxed  the  same  impairs  the  obligation  of  a  con- 
as  other  property.  This  act  was  tract,  and  is  void.  Wilmington, 
held  constitutional,  notwithstand-  etc.  Co.  v.  Reid,  13  Wall.  264; 
ing  the  fact  that,  under  the  Ohio  Raleigh,  etc.  Co.  v.  Reid,  13  Wall. 
Banking    Law    of    1845,    certain  269. 

iDanks  are  subject  only  to  a  tax  st  Dodge  v.  Woolsey,  18  How.  U. 

therein   specified,   less   than   this.  S.  331. 

•Ohio  Life  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  De  as  New  Orleans  v.  Houston,  119 

Bolt,  16  How.  416.  U.  S.  265. 

35  Rector,  etc.  v.  Philadelphia,  so  Tenn.  v.  Whitworth,  117  U.  S. 
■24  How.  301;  Tucker  v.  Ferguson,  129. 

22  Wall.  527;  West  Wisconsin  Ry.  « -Wilmington,   etc.   Co.   v.  Als- 

Co.    v.    Board    of    Supervisors    of  brook,  146  U.  S.  279. 

Trempealeau  County,  93  U.  S.  595.  *i  Lincoln   St.   Ry.   Co.   v.   Lin- 

36  Humphrey  V.  Pegues,  16  Wall.  coin,  61  Neb.  109,  77  Fed.  658; 
244;  Duluth,  etc.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  People  v.  Commrs.  etc.,  82  N.  Y. 
•County,  179  U.  S.  302;  Dodge  v.  459;  Delaware  R.  R.  Tax,  18 
Woolsey,  18  How.  U.  S.  331;  State  Wall.  U.  S.  206. 


720  TAXATION   OF    C0EP0KATI0N8    AND   OF    STOCK.  [§  513. 

$30.*^  Immunity  from  taxation  is  not  transferable,  unless  sub- 
sequent owners  succeed  to  the  property  and  franchises  of  the  cor- 
poration, under  special  authority  from  the  State  securing  to  them 
all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  corporation.*'  Vide  infra  §  517 
§  513-  (b)  Exemption  to  be  clearly  expressed. — It  is  essential 
that  a  charter  contract,  exempting  a  corporation  from  taxation, 
should  be  expressed  in  clear  and  unmistakable  terms.**  Where 
two  railroad  corporations,  subjected  to  special  tax,  and  immunity 
from  other  tax,  are  so  consolidated  into  a  new  corporation  as  to 
render  the  special  tax  impossible,  the  new  corporation  is  not  ex- 
empt from  general  taxation. *°  A  consolidated  company  acquires 
no  greater  immunity  from  taxation  than  the  constituent  companies 
had,  and  holds  those  immunities  distributively.  The  new  company 
succeeds  to  the  privileges  enjoyed  by  the  old  companies  to  the 
extent  of  the  road  occupied  by  each,  at  the  time  of  consolidation.*® 
When  by  the  act  authorizing  a  new  company  by  consolidation,  it 
is  to  have  the  powers,  privileges  and  immunities  possessed  by  each 
of  the  constituent  corporations,  the  new  corporation  will  have  the 
privileges,  powers  and  immunities  that  they  had,  and  those  which 
some  had,  and  some  did  not  have.  This  construction  was  put  on 
a  consolidating  act  in  regard  to  exemption  from  taxation ;  the 
former  charters,  moreover,  were  subject  to  alteration  and  appeal.*^ 
Where  a  new  railroad  corporation  was  formed  by  the  union  of 

*2  Railway  Co.  v.   Philadelphia,  398;  Providence  Bank  v.  Billings, 

101  U.  S.  528;    Johnson  v.  Phila-  4  Pet.  514;    St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 

delphia,  60- Pa.  St.  445;   Wilming-  R.  Co.  v.  Loftin,  98  U.  S.  559.     A 

ton,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Alsbrook,  146  Tie  clause  in  the  charter  of  a  company 

S.  279;  People  v.  Commrs.  etc.,  82  imposing  a  tax  and  providing  that 

N.  Y.  459;  Lincoln  Street  Ry.  Co.  "this  tax  shall  be  in  lieu  and  sat- 

V.   Lincoln,   61   Neb.   109,  77  Fed.  isfaction  of  all  other  taxation  or 

658;  Yazoo  R.  Co.  y.  Thomas,  132  Imposition  whatsoever,  by  or  un- 

U.  S.  174;  New  Orleans,  etc.  Co.  v.  der  the  authority  of  this  State,  or 

New  Orleans,  143  U.  S.  192;  Cen-  any    law    thereof,"    excludes    the 

tral  R.  Co.  v.  Wright,   164  U.   S.  right  of  the  State  to  revoke  it  at 

327;   Ford  v.  Land  Co.  164  U.  S.  pleasure.      New    Jersey    v.    Yard 

662.  (1881),  95  XJ.   S.   104. 

*3  Railway  Co.  v.  Gill,  156  U.  S.  *=  Railway  Co.  v.  Maine,  96  U. 

649 ;  Tenn.  V.  Whitworth,  117  U.  S.  S.  499. 

139 ;  State  Board,  etc.  v.  Morris,  *«  Tomlinson  v.  Branch,  15  Wall, 
etc.  Co.,  49  N.  J.  L.  193;  Memphis,  460;  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Georgia, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ark.  Ry.  Commrs.,  92  U.  S.  665;  State  v.  Commrs.,  37 
112  U.  S.  609;  Railway  v.  Pendle-  N.  J.  L.  240;  Tennessee  v.  Whit- 
ton,  156  U.  S.  677;  Mercantile  Bk.  worth,  117  V.  S.  139. 
v.  Tenn.,  161  XJ.  S.  161.  47  State  v.  Maine  Central  R.  R. 

44  Memphis  Gas  L.  Co.  v.  Shelby  Co.  66  Me.  488. 
County   Taxing    Dist.,    109    U.    S. 
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several,  chartered  by  different  States,  the  charter  of  one  of  the 
original  corporations  contained  exemption  from  taxation,  the 
charter  of  another  company,  granted  in  a  different  State,  contained 
no  exemption.  Held,  that  the  new  company's  property  in  the 
latter  State  could  be  taxed  by  that  State,  notwithstanding  the 
charter  exemption  granted  to  one  of  the  constituent  companies  by 
another  State.*'  Whether  the  exemption  passes  from  one  corpor- 
ation to  another,  succeeding  to  its  property  and  franchises,  de- 
pends upon  the  legislative  intent.  The  principle:  that  a  special 
privilege  or  exemption  claimed  imder  corporate  charter,  is  to  be 
strictly  construed  against  the  corporation,  and  in  favor  of  the 
public,  is  applied  with  special  force  to  a  claim  of  exemption  from 
taxation,  and  the  legislative  intention  must  be  expressed  in  un- 
mistakable terms,  or  must  appear  by  necessary  implication.''* 
Thus  a  statute  imposing  a  tax  of  eight  per  cent,  on  each  yearly 
dividend  of  the  banks  which  it  incorporates,  will  be  interpreted 
to  mean  that  they  shall  pay  at  least  that  amount,  and  not  that 
.  the  rate  shall  not  be  increased  by  future  legislation.^^  So,  where 
the  purposes  for  which  a  corporation  may  hold  property  are 
specified  in  connection  with  its  exemption  from  taxation,  only 
property  acquired  for  those  purposes  is  considered  within  the 
exemption.^^  Upon  the  same  principle  the  privilege  of  exemption 
from  taxation  is  construed  to  be  the  especial  privilege  of  the  cor- 
poration to  which  it  is  granted;  and  it  does  not  pass  to  its  suc- 
cessor unless  the  law  granting  the  exemption  expresses  a  clear 
intent  to  that  effect.°^  If  the  grant  is  without  restriction,  it  in- 
cludes all  property  held  by  the  corporation,  and  which  may  be 

^8  Delaware   Ry.   Tax,   18  Wall..  Pa.  St.  144,  155;  Hare's  American 

206;   Chesapeake,  etc.  v.  Virginia,  Constitutional  Law,  666. 
94  U.  S.  718.  52  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Tennes- 

60  Providence  Bk.  v.  Billings,  4  see,  104  U.  S.  493. 
Pet.  514;  Morgan  v.  Louisiana,  93  53  Morgan   v.   Louisiana,    93   U. 

U.  S.  217;  Hoge  v.  Railway  Co.  99  S.  217;   Wilson  v.  Gaines,  103  U. 

U.   S.  348;   Annapolis,  etc.  Co.  v.  S.  417;   Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 

Anne    Arundel    County    Commrs.,  Palmes,  109   U.   S.   214;    Memphis 

102  U.  S.  1;  Wilmington,  etc.  Co.  R.  Co.  v.  Commissioners,  112  U.  S. 

V.  Alsbrook,  146  U.  S.  279;  In  re  609.    Thus  a  grant  to  one  company 

Swlgert,  119  111.  83;  People  v.  Chi-  of   the   powers,    rights    and   prlv- 

cago,    etc.,    174    111.    171;    Phila-  ileges  of  another,  for  the  purpose 

delphia  v.  Penn  Hospital,  134  Pa.  of  making  and   using  a  railroad, 

St.    171;     State    v.    Anderson,    90  carries   with  it   only  such   rights 

Wis.  550.  and   privileges   as   were   essential 

51  Bank    v.    Commonwealth,    10  to  the  operation  of  the  other,  and 

Pa.   St.   442,  449;    Bank  of  Penn-  does    not    include    an    exemption 

sylvania    v.    Commonwealth,    19  from  taxation,  which  was  one  of 
Vol.  11—46 
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essential  for  carrying  on  its  business.''^  A  general  exemption 
from  taxation  exempts  the  franchises  as  well  as  its  real  estate, 
rolling  stock,  and  other  tangible  property.""  But  whether  the  ex- 
emption passes  to  a  corporation  succeeding  to  its  property,  fran- 
chises, and  privileges,  depends  upon  the  legislative  intention,  and 
that  must  affirmatively  appear,  that  the  new  corporation  was  to 
succeed  to  the  exemption  of  taxation  belonging  to  the  old  cor- 
poration. 

§  514.  (c)  Loss  of  the  exemption  by  long  acquiescence  in 
tax. — The  words  "powers,  privileges,  and  franchises  and  im- 
munities,'' do  not  include  the  exemption  from  taxation."^ 
But  if  it  appears  from  anything  else  or  from  circumstances  in 
connection  with  the  statute,  that  the  legislature  intended  the  ex- 
emption to  pass  to  the  new  corporation,  such  words  are  sufficient 
to  pass  it.  The  exemption  from  taxation  is  a  personal  privilege, 
and  unless  otherwise  expressly  provided  by  the  legislature,  the 
exemption  is  not  assignable.  A  corporation  purchasing  under 
foreclosure  of  mortgage  of  all  the  property  and  franchises  of  an- 
other corporation,  under  authority  of  the  legislature,  or  at  any 
other  judicial  sale,  does  not  acquire  an  exemption  from  taxation 
belonging  to  such  other  corporation."'  An  exemption  of  the 
property  or  capital  stock  of  a  corporation,  does  not  pass  to  a  cor- 
poration purchasing,  under  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  of  the  rights, 
privileges  and  franchises  by  the  former,  executed  under  a  statute, 
authority  to  mortgage  its  charter  and  works."'  Upon  sale,  under 
decree  to  enforce  a  statutory  lien,  retained  by  the  State  upon  the 
property,  stock  and  franchises  of  a  corporation,  exempt  from 
taxation,  the  property  becomes  subject  to  taxation  in  the  hands 
of  the  purchaser.     The  sale  transfers  no  immunity  from  taxation."" 

the  privileges  of  that  company.  bt  Vicksburg  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Den- 
Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Gaines,  nis,  116  U.  S.  665. 
97  U.  S.  697;  Annapolis,  etc.  R.  ss  Memphis,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ark. 
Co.  V.  Anne  Arundel  County,  103  Ry.  Commrs.,  112  U.  S.  609;  St. 
U.  S.  1.  But  see  Humphrey  v.  Louis,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Berry,  113 
Pegues,  16  Wall.  244;  Tennessee  U.  S.  465;  Ches.  &  Ohio  Ry.  Co.  v. 
v.  Whitworth,  117  U.  S.  139.  Miller,   114  XT.   S.   176;    Pi  card  v. 

55  Mo.  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Carland,  East  Tenn.  etc.  Co.,  130  U.  S.  637; 
5  Mont.  146.  Mercantile  Bank  v.  Tenn.,  161  V. 

56  Wilmington,  etc.  Co.  v.  Reid,  S.  161. 

13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  264;  Raleigh,  etc.  59  Memphis,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ark. 

Co.  V.  Reid,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  269;  Ry.  Commrs.,  112  U.  S.  609. 

Worth  V.  Wilmington,  etc.  Co.,  89  eoBast  Tenn.  etc.  Co.  v.  County 

N.  C.  291,  45  Am.  Rep.  679.  of  Hamblen,  102  U.  S.  273;  Wilson 
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When,  however,  the  intention  to  confer  an  immunity  from  taxa- 
tion is  distinctly  expressed,  or  is  a  necessary  inference  from  the 
-words  employed,  the  court  will  not  resort  to  a  strained  interpreta- 
tion for  the  sake  of  withholding  a  privilege  which  may  have 
been  the  chief  inducement  to  the  acceptance  of  the  grant  or  char- 
ter."^ The  exemption  may  be  lost  by  acquiescence  in  the  imposi- 
tion of  taxes.^^  "If  an  exemption  from  taxation  can  be  lost  in 
any  case  by  long  acquiescence  under  the  imposition  of  taxes,  it 
would  seem  that  an  acquiescence  of  sixty  years,  and,  indeed,  a 
much  shorter  period  would  be  amply  sufficient  for  this  purpose, 
by  raising  a  conclusive  presumption  of  a  surrender  of  the  privi- 
lege. An  easement  may  be  lost  by  non-user  in  20  years,  and  even 
in  a  less  time  if  affected  by  positive  acts  of  invasion.  A 
franchise  may  be  lost  in  the  same  way,  non-user  being  one  of  the 
common  grounds  assigned  as  a  cause  of  forfeiture.  .  .  .  Ex- 
emption from  taxation  being  a  special  privilege,  granted  by  the 
government  to  an  individual,  either  in  gross,  or  as  appurtenant  to 
his  freehold,  is  a  franchise.  Non-user  for  sixty,  or  even  thirty 
years,  may  well  be  regarded  as  presumptive  proof  of  its  abandon- 
ment or  surrender.""^  The  exemption  may  be  lost  by  acceptance 
of  amendment  of  the  charter."* 

§  515-  (d)  Exemption  from  municipal  taxes. — Railway  com- 
panies are  frequently  exempted  from  the  payment  of  "county 
taxes,"  but  there  has  been  some  litigation  as  to  what  taxes  are 
properly  included  in  the  exemptions.''^     A  tax  levied  to  pay  the 

V.    Gaines,    103   TJ.    S.    4^7.     Tide  es  Given   v.   "Wright,    117    U.    S. 

■infra,  §  517.  648.     Per  Mr.  Justice  Bradley. 

61  Farrington   V.    Tennessee,    95  64  Memptiis   City   Bis.   v.   Tenn., 
V.     S.     679;     Commonwealtli     v.  161   V.    S.   186;    Macon,    etc.   Ry. 
Pennsylvania    Canal    Co.,    66    Pa.  Co.   v.   Goldsmith,  62  Ga.   463. 
46,  65;  New  York  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  65  Mo.  Act  1868,  p.  151,  repealing 
Sabin,  26  Pa.  St.  242.  former  acts  relating  to  taxes  for 

62  In  Given  v.  Wright,  117  V.  S.  maintenance  of  public  roads,  pro- 
•648,  it  was  held  that  the  long  ac-  vides  in  section  7  that  county 
quiescence  of  the  land  owners  courts  may  borrow  money  on  the 
under  the  imposition  of  taxes,  credit  of  the  county  for  the  pur- 
raised  a  presumption  that  the  ex-  pose  of  opening  and  repairing  pub- 
emption  which  once  existed  had  lie  roads,  and  levy  a  tax  to  meet 
been  surrendered,  as  it  was  a  fran-  the  interest  thereon.  Section  27 
chise  or  privilege  which  could  be  provides  that,  for  the  purpose  of 
lost  by  acquiescence.  The  court  opening,  repairing  and  improving 
expressed  the  opinion  that  if  the  roads,  and  in  order  to  raise  the 
question  in  New  Jersey  v.  Wilson,  necessary  funds,  the  county  courts 
7  Cranch,  164,  were  a  new  one,  •  shall  levy  a  special  tax,  which 
it  might  be  differently  decided.  shall  be  known  as  the  "road  tax," 
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bonds  of  the  county,  given  by  it  for  stock  in  a  railroad  company, 
is  a  county  tax ;  and  this,  although  the  bonds  can  only  be  paid 
out  of  the  tax  levied  for  that  special  purpose.""  But  in  the  case 
above  cited,  a  local  tax  levied  only  on  property  within  the  limits 
of  a  particular  township  to  pay  township  funding  bonds,  has 
been  held  not  to  be  a  county  tax  within  the  meaning  of  the  .de- 
fendant's charter."" 

§  516.  (e)  Exemption  of  charitable  or  other  institutions. — Be- 
nevolent, religious,  scientific  and  educational  associations  and 
corporations  are  frequently  exempted  by  the  constitutions  and 
general  laws  from  payment  of  taxes."*  These  provisions  gen- 
erally contain  a  proviso  that  the  property  must  be  used  exclusively 
for  the  pvirposes  designated,  in  order  to  receive  the  benefit  of 
exemption  from  taxation.  If  used  for  other  purposes,  it  then  be- 
comes liable  to  taxation,  although  the  proceeds  are  to  be  applied 
for  the  promotion  of  the  institution.""     The  EngUsh  tax  upon 


this  levy  to  be  made  as  the  county 
revenue  is  levied;  and  that  all 
property  subject  to  pay  a  county 
tax  shall  be  made  subject  to  pay 
a  road  tax.  Subsequent  acts  class- 
ify all  taxes  into  State,  county, 
township,  school  and  municipal 
taxes.  It  is  held  that  the  road 
tax  is  a  county  tax,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  special  charter  of 
the  defendant  company  (Mo.  Act 
1847,  p.  157,  §  4),  exempting  it 
from  payment  of  county  taxes. 
State  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.  1890),  13  S.  W.  Rep.  406. 
Mo.  Acts  1847,  p.  157,  gives  to 
defendant  company  all  the  privi- 
leges and  immunities  which  were 
granted  to  the  Louisiana  &  Colum- 
bia Railroad  Company  by  Acts 
1836-37,  p.  252,  which  provide, 
inter  alia,  that  "the  stock  of  said 
company  shall  be  exempt  from  all 
State  and  county  taxes."  Act 
Sept.  20,  1852,  granting  lands  to 
defendant,  and  accepted  by  It,  pro- 
vides that  it  shall  "pay  into  the 
treasury  of  the  State  a  sum  of 
money  equal  to.  the  amount  of 
State  tax  on  other  real  and  per- 
sonal property  of  like  value  for 
that  year,  upon  the  actual  value 


of  the  road-bed  and  other  property 
of  the  company."  But  it  is  held 
that  this  act  in  no  way  affects  de- 
fendant's charter  exemption  from 
taxation  for  county  purposes. 
State  V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.  1890),  13  S.  W.  Rep.  505;  13S 
Mo.  332,  36  L.  R.  A.  457. 

66  State  V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R. 
Co.  (Mo.  1890),  13  S.  W.  Rep.  505. 

6T  State  V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R. 
Co.  (Mo.  1890),  13  S.  W.  Rep.  505. 

68  B.  g.  Mo.  Const,  art.  x,  §  21. 

69  Trustees  v.  Exeter,  58  N.  H. 
306;  Old  South  Society  v.  Boston, 
127  Mass.  378;  Orr  v.  Baker,  4  Ind. 
86;  Trustees  v.  Ellis,  38  Ind.  3; 
Connecticut,  etc.  Assn.  v.  East 
Lyme,  54  Conn.  152;  State  v. 
Board,  34  La.  Ann.  668;  State  v. 
Board,  34  La.  Ann.  574;  Black- 
man  V.  Houston,  39  La.  Ann.  592; 
Washburne  College  v.  Shawnee 
County,  8  Kan.  344;  Cincinnati 
College  V.  State,  19  Ohio,  110;  St. 
Mary's  College  v.  Crawl,  10  Kan. 
442;  Morris  v.  Lone  Star  Chapter,. 
68  Tex.  698;  First  M.  E.  Church 
V.  Chicago,  26  111.  482;  Wyman  v. 
City  of  St.  Louis,  17  Mo.  335.  Cf. 
Massachusetts  Gen.  Hospital  v. 
Sommerville,  101  Mass.  319;  Mon- 
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associations  and  companies  exempts,  inter  alia,  property  which,  or 
the  income  or  profits  whereof,  shall  be  legally  appropriated  and 
applied  for  any  purpose  connected  with  any  religious  persuasion, 
or  for  any  charitable  purpose,  or  for  the  promotion  of  education, 
literature,  science  or  the  fine  arts ;  property  belonging  to,  or  con- 
stituting the  capital  of  a  body  corporate  or  unincorporate  estab- 
lished for  any  trade  or  business ;  property  acquired  by  or  with 
funds  voluntarily  contributed  to  any  body  corporate  or  unincor- 
porate within  a  period  of  thirty  years  immediately  preceding ;  and 
property  on  which  legacy  or  succession  duty  has  been  paid.'" 
There  is  a  statute  in  New  York  exempting  every  "incorporated 
company"  not  liable  to  taxation  on  its  capital  stock.'^  The  diffi- 
culty under  these  statutes  is  in  determining  whether  particular 
associations  or  corporations  are  within  the  exemption;  whether, 
looking  at  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  objects  of  the  body  claiming 
exemption  and  the  manner  in  which  those  objects  have  been  car- 
ried out,  it  is  entitled  to  immunity.'^     Masonic  lodges  are  generally 


tlcello  Seminary  t.  People,  106 
111.  398;  "Non-Taxable  Institu- 
tions," by  D.  H.  Pingrey  (1890), 
31  Cent.  L.  J.  25.  Accordingly, 
•statutes  exempting  houses  for  re- 
ligious worship,  owned  by  re- 
ligious societies,  do  not  include  a 
parsonage  erected  upon  the  church 
grounds,  or  the  lands  on  which 
It  is  situated,  although  the  par- 
sonage is  occupied  by  the  pastor 
of  the  church,  rent  free.  Third 
■Congregational  Soc.  v.  Springfield, 
147  Mass.  396;  State  v.  Lyon,  32 
N.  J.  360;  State  v.  Krallman,  38 
N.  J.  117;  State  v.  Axtell,  41  N.  J. 
117;  Church  v.  Board,  12  Minn. 
395;  Hennepin  v.  Grace,  27  Minn. 
503;  Church  v.  Providence,  12  R. 
I.  19;  Gerke  v.  Purcell,  25  Ohio 
St.  229;  Trustees  v.  Ellis,  38  Ind. 
5.  Of.  "Taxation  of  Christian  As- 
sociations," by  B.  v.  Abbott,  12 
Chicago  L.  N.  15;  "Taxation  of 
'Churches,  Colleges  &  Charitable 
Institutions,"  by  Lyman  H.  At- 
"Water,  46  Princeton  Rev.  340. 

70  Customs  and  Inland  Rev.  Act 
of  1855. 

TIN.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  388,  §  4, 
«ub.  7. 


72  Commissioners  of  Inland  Rev. 
V.  Forrest,  59  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
282;  s.  c.  29  Q.  B.  Div.  621.  In 
this  case,  the  institution  in  ques- 
tion was  that  of  civil  engineers. 
It  was  incorporated  in  1828  by 
Royal  Charter  for  the  general  ad- 
vancement of  mechanical  science, 
and  more  particularly  for  pro- 
moting the  acquisition  of  that  spe- 
cies of  knowledge  which  consti- 
tutes the  profession  of  a  civil  en- 
gineer. The  secretary's  affidavit 
stated  that  the  whole  property  of 
the  institution  was,  and  always 
had  been,  exclusively  devoted  to 
the  furtherance  of  these  objects. 
The  Bivisional  Court,  consisting 
of  Lord  Coleridge  and  Mr".  Justice 
Field,  held  that  this  institution 
did  not  come  within  the  exemp- 
tion. On  appeal.  Lord  Justice 
Lopes  agreed  with  the  Divisional 
Court,  but  Lord  Esher  and  Lord 
Justice  Fry  being  of  the  contrary 
opinion  the  judgment  of  that 
court  was  reversed.  "The  ques- 
tion in  this  case,"  said  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  "is  not  one  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  section,  but 
whether,  looking  at  the  facts  as 
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considered  as  institutions  of  purely  public  charity,  and  so  tong- 
as their  property  is  used  exclusively  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
the  law,  it  is  exempt  from  taxation.  But  when  their  real  estate 
is  rented  for  other  purposes,  then  it  becomes  subject  to  taxation.''^ 
In  New  York  it  has  been  held  that  a  religious  corporation  is  not 
exempt  under  the  exemption  of  incorporated  companies  not  liable 
to  taxation  on  their  capital  stock.''*  An  association  for  the  en- 
couragement of  debating,  reading,  and  literature,  and  the  en- 
joyment of  rational  and  social  amusenients,  and  the  playing  of 
ten-pins,  chess,  and  checkers,  and  other  lawful  games  of  the  kind,^ 
but  which  excludes  all  drinks,  and  has  no  connection  with  business 
purposes,  nor  politics,  nor  has  in  view  any  pecuniary  profit,  was. 
held  to  be  exempt  from  the  payment  of  an  incorporation  tax 
under  the  Missouri  exception  of  associations  incorporated  for 
benevolent,  religious,  scientific,  fraternal,  beneficial,  and  educa- 
tional purposes,  and  of  any  association  which  tends  to  the  public 
advantage  in  relation  to  education,  literature,  history,  of  skill 
among   the    learned   professions.^^     Exemptions    from    taxation 


to  this  institution,  its  main  object 
is  the  promotion  of  science,  and 
whether  that  object  has  been  car- 
ried out."  "Science,"  said  Lord 
Justice  Fry,  "is  not  the  less  sci- 
ence because  it  is  also  able,  in  the 
language  of  one  of  its  most  dis- 
tinguished professors,  'to  be  a  rich 
storehouse  for  the  relief  of  man's 
estate.'  Finally,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  it  should  be  science  for 
all;  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
the  exception  applying  to  the  pro- 
motion of  science  among  a  par- 
ticular class."  The  House  of  Lords 
have  agreed  with  a  majority  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal,  but  the  Lord 
Chancellor  dissented.  From  this 
case  it  follows  that  all  institutions 
which  have  for  their  main  object 
the  promotion  of  science  will  be 
exempt  from  this  tax,  although 
the  members  may  find  the  institu- 
tion an  assistance  to  them  in  the 
way  of  their  profession. 

'3  College  V.  Mercer  Co.,  101  Pa. 
St.  530;  Institute  v.  Delaware  Co., 
94  Pa.  163;  Asylum  v.  School  Dis- 
trict,  90   Pa.   St.   21;    Donahugh.'s 


Appeal,  86  Pa.  St.  306;  Swift  v. 
Baston,  73  Pa.  St.  362;  Gerke  v. 
Purcell,  25  Ohio  St.  229;  Hum- 
phries V.  Little  Sisters,  29  Ohio 
St.  201;  Association  v.  Pelton,  36 
Ohio  St.  258;  Morris  v.  Lone  Star 
Chapter,  68  Tex.  698;  State  v. 
Board,  34  La.  Ann.  574;  Massen- 
bury  V.  Grand  Lodge,  81  Ga.  212; 
Mayor  v.  Lodge,  53  Ga.  93;  "Non- 
Taxable  Institutions,"  by  D.  A. 
Pingrey  (1890),  31  Cent.  L.  J.  25; 
"Exemption  of  Friendly  and  Other 
Societies,",  16  Sol.  J.  &  Rep.  3. 
Whether  fraternities  are  charities 
to  the  extent  of  having  their  prop- 
erty free  from  taxation,  see  Hir- 
schl's  Law  of  Fraternities  &  So- 
cieties (1883),  8-12. 

"*  Catlin  V.  Trustees  of  Trinity 
College,  113  N.  Y.  133,  construing 
N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  388,  §  4,  sub.  7. 

"State  V.  Lesueur  (1890),  145 
Mo.  322,  13  S.  "W.  Rep.  237,  con- 
struing Mo.  Rev.  Stat,  of  1889, 
§§  2821,  2825,  and  holding  that  so 
much  of  Mo.  Rev.  Stat,  of  1889,  §■ 
2834,  as  undertakes  to  allow  cor- 
porations to  be  created  for  other 
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granted  to  the  property  of  colleges,  universities,  and  to  municipal 
corporations,  is  extended  only  to  property  employed  in  a  public 
useJ^* 

§  517.  (f)  The  exemption  is  not  transferable. — A  sale  in  fore- 
closure of  the  corporate  property  and  franchises  does  not  carry 
with  it  an  exemption  from  taxation.  The  exemption  is  not  a 
franchise  but  a  personal  privilege  and  not  transferable.''^  Con- 
solidation dissolves  the  old  corporation  and  destroys  its  exemption 
from  taxation.^''  If  on  consolidation  an  exemption  from  taxation 
passes  to  the  new  company,  it  passes  as  a  repealable  gratuity.^* 
Shareholders  are  exempt  from  tax  on  their  shares  where  the 
charter  requires  the  corporation  to  pay  an  annual  tax  "on  each 
share  of  tax  in  lieu  of  all  other  taxes."'^  But  the  corporation  is 
nevertheless  liable  to  tax  also  upon  its  capital  stock.*"  An  ex- 
emption has  no  extra  territorial  effect.  A  non-resident  share- 
holder taxable  in  the  state  of  his  residence,  cannot  avail  himself 
of  an  exemption  in  the  State  where  the  corporation  has  its  domi- 
cile.*^ Immunity  from  taxation  is  a  privilege  personal  to  the 
corporation  to  which  it  is  granted,*^  and  does  not  pass  to  its  succes- 
sor unless  the  charter  or  statute  express  a  clear,  intent  to  that  ef- 
fect.**    Thus,  immunity  from  taxation  does  not  pass  merely  by  a 

than  benevolent,    religious,   scien-  82  yj^e  supra,  §  63.    A  consolid- 

tific      or     educational      purposes,  ation   of  two   railroad   companies 

without  payment  of  the  tax,  vio-  under   the  Missouri   consolidation 

lates  Mo.  Const,  art.  x,  §  21,  requir-  act  of  March  2,  1869,  operates  as 

ing  that  corporations   other  than  the  creation  of  a  new  corporation, 

those  mentioned  shall  provide  for  wholly   distinct  from  the  constit- 

a  capital  stock,  and  pay  a  tax.  uent  corporations  out  of  which  it 

75a  Styles    v.    Village    of    New-  is  formed,  which  new  corporation 

port  (Vt.  1904),  56  Atl.  662.  derives  its  powers  and  franchises 

76  Baltimore,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Ocean  from  the  consolidation  act;  and 
City  (1899),  89  Md.  89;  Chesa-  since  Mo.  Const.  1865,  art.  xi,  § 
peake  &  Ohio  Ry.  Co.  v.  Miller  16,  prohibiting  legislative  exemp- 
(1885),  114  IT.  S.  176.  tion   from  taxation,   was   adopted 

77  Keokuk,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Missouri  before  the  passage  of  the  act,  the 
(1894),  152  U.  S.  301;  Yazoo,  etc.  consolidated  corporation  does  not 
Co.  V.  Adams  (1901),  180  U.  S.  1,  acquire  the  immunity  from  taxa- 
187  U.  S.  258.  tion  granted  in  1857  to  one  of  its 

78  Wilmington,  etc.  Co.  v.  Als-  constituent  corporations.  Keokuk 
brook   (1892),  110  N.  C.  137.  &    W.    R.    Co.    v.    County    Court 

79  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Tennes-  (1890),  41  Fed.  Rep.  305,  follow- 
see  (1896),  161  U.  S.  134  and  163  ing  State  v.  Railroad  Co.  (1889), 
U.  S.  416.  99  Mo.  80. 

80  Shelby  County  v.  Union,  etc.  83  yide  supra,  §  ,63.  Wilson  v. 
Bank  (1896),  161  U.  S.  149.  Gaines,  103  U.  S.  417;   Morgan  v. 

81  Railroad  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Louisiana,  93  U.  S.  217;  Lord  v. 
(1872).,  15  Wall.  300.  Litchfield,     36    Conn.    116;     New 
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conveyance  of  the  "property  and  franchises"  of  a  railroad  company 
under  a  judicial  sale,  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  State  to  enforce  a 
statutory  lien,  although  the  company's  property  was  held  by  it 
exempt  from  taxation.^*  So,  lands  embraced  in  a  railroad  land 
grant  and  exempt  from  ordinary  taxation  while  held  by  the  cor- 
poration for  whose  benefit  the  grant  was  made,  become  subject 
to  taxation,  upon  the  entire  beneficial  interest  of  the  corporation 
being  conveyed  by  a  trust  deed,  to  secure  a  specified  charge  upon 
the  lands  exceeding  their  value,  the  cestuis  que  trustent  being  em- 
powered, at  their  mere  election,  to  take  and  appropriate  the  entire 
property  in  satisfaction  of  their  claims  upon  it,  so  as  to  leave  noth- 
ing to  revert  to  the  grantor.*''  But  where  an  act  of  consolidation 
grants  to  the  new  company  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  original 
corporations,  it  is  held  to  confer  upon  the  former  an  exemption 
from  taxation  enjoyed  by  the  latter.*'  At  a  time  when  the  Ten- 
nessee constitution  of  1834  was  in  force,  an  insurance  and  trust 
company  was  incorporated,  a  provision  in  its  charter  declaring 
that  it  should  "pay  to  the  State  an  annual  tax  of  one-half  -of  one 
per  cent,  on  each  share  of  the  capital  stock  subscribed,  which  shall 
be  in  lieu  of  all  other  taxes."  The  name  of  the  company  was 
afterwards  changed,  and  atithority  conferred  on  it  to  do  a  bank- 
ing instead  of  an  insurance  business,  all  the  "present  rights,  priv- 
ileges, and  immunities,  excepting  only  that  of  insurance"  apper- 
taining to  the  old  company  being  transferred  to  the  new ;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  exemption  passed  to  the  new  company,  and 
that  an  increase  of  capital  stock  beyond  the  amount  originally 
fixed  was  exempt  in  like  manner  as  the  original  amount.*''  But 
only  to  thfe  extent  that  property  of  the  original  company  was 
exempt  from  taxation,  does  the  reorganized  company  enjoy  the 
immunity.**  And  even  though  the  consolidating  act  may  provide 
that  the  new  company  shall  have  all  the  privileges  and  immunities 

Haven  v.  Sheffield,  30  Conn.  160;  ss/ra  re  St.  Paul  S.  &  T.  P.  R. 

State  V.  Whitworth,   8  Lea,   594;  Co.    (Minn.  1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 

People  V.  Bearsley,  52  Barb.  205;  L.  J.  235. 

St.  Louis,   etc.  Ry.   Co.  v.   Berry,  se  Tennessee    v.    "Whitworth,    11 

113  U.  S.  465;   Louisville,  etc.  R.  U.  S.  145,  and  cases  cited  in  opin- 

Co.  V.  Palmes,  109  U.  S.  244.  Cf.  ion  of  Chief  Justice  Waite. 

Memphis,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  s?  State  v.  Butler,   13  Lea,  400. 

Commissioners,  112  U.  S.   609.  ss  Chesapeake,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Vir- 

siPickard  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  ginia,  94  U.  S.  718;  Mlnot  v.  Phil- 

&  G.  R.  Co.  (1889),  130  U.  S.  637;  adelphia,  "W.  &  B.  R.  Co.    (1873), 

s.  c.  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  131,  revers-  18     Wall.     206;      Charleston     v. 

ing  s.  c.  24  Fed.  Rep.  614.  Branch,  15  Wall.  470;   Branch  v. 
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of  the  original  companies,  yet  if  their  exemption  from  taxation 
was  qualified  by  their  duties  and  dependent  upon  them,  and  they 
incapacitated  themselves  from  the  performance  of  those  duties 
by  their  consolidation,  the  new  company  thus  formed  can  not 
claim  the  benefit  of  the  exemption.*' 

§  518.  (g)  Repeal  and  forfeiture  of  exemption. — Exemptions 
from  taxation  in  the  nature  of  bounties,  having  been  granted 
without  consideration,  may  be  repealed  by  the  legislature."" 
Where,  however,  one  legislature  has  entered,  as  it  were,  into  a 
'contract  exempting  certain  property  or  persons  from  taxation  in 
consideration  of  certain  advantages  accruing  to  the  public,  no 
subsequent  legislature  can  repeal  the  statute  or  charter  miking 
the  exemption.'^  Neither  can  the  judicial  department  of  the 
State  forfeit  an  exemption  inherent  in  property  owned  by  a  cor- 
poration, upon  grounds  which  are  sufficient  cause  of  forfeiture  of 
its  franchises. 

§  519.  (h)  Exemption  is  a  property  right. — The  immunity  of 
the  property  from  taxation  is  not  a  corporate  franchise,  but  is  a 
property  right,  and  although  the  corporation  be  dissolved  by  for- 
feiture of  its  charter,  the  exemption  continues  for  the  benefit  of 
those  who  may  have  a  just  claim  upon  its  assets."^    But  it  has  been 

Charleston,  92  U.  S.  677;   State  v.  Taxation,"   monographic   note,   72 

Philadelphia,  etc.  R.  Co.,  45  Md.  Am.  Dec.  682,  684. 
361;   Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Geor-  "New  Jersey  v.  Wilson  (1812), 

gia,  92  U.  S.  676;   Central  R.  etc.  7    Cranch,    164,    and    cases    cited 

Co.  V.  Georgia,  92  U.  S.  665;  Phil-  supra,  §    512,  as  resting  on   that 

adelphla,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Maryland,  case;    "Powel-   of  the   Legislature 

10     How.      376;      Tomlinson     v.  to  make  a  Contract  whereby  the 

Branch,    16   Wall.    460.  Taxes  of  the  State  are  put  beyond 

89  Beach  on  Railways,  §  555,  cit-  the  Control  of  ail  future  Legisla- 
ing  Railroad  Co.  v.  Maine,  96  U.  tures,"  address  by  J.  W.  Judd,  1 
S.   499,   affirming   s.   c.   sut   nom.  Tenn.  Bar  Assn.  73. 

State  V.  Maine  Central  R.  Co.,  66  22  International  &  G.  N.  Ry.  Co. 

Me.  488.  V.  State  (1890),  75  Tex.  356;  s.  c. 

90  Rector,  etc.  v.  Philadelphia,  24  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  305,  where  the 
How.  301;  Tucker  v.  Ferguson,  22  court  said:  ^"The  exemption  is 
Wall.  527;  West  Wisconsin  Ry.  not  given  to  a  company  named 
Co.  V.  Supervisors,  93  U.  S.  595,  alone,  but  to  its  assigns  and  suc- 
cited  supra,  §  34;  "Perpetual  Ex-  cessors  as  well;  thus ^  evidencing 
•emption  of  Corporations  from  an  intention  that  the  exemption 
Taxation,"  by  A.  Martin,  a  mono-  from  taxation  should  adhere  to 
graphic  note,  7  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  the  property  exempted,  and  follow 
S.  390;  "Authority  of  the  State  to  it  into  the  hands  of  whomsoever 
Exempt  from  Taxation,"  by  Isaac  may  become  its  owner.  No  such 
F.  Redfleld,  10  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  state  of  facts  is  shown  in  the  fol- 
493;  "Power  of  the  Legislature  to  lowing  cases,  to  which  counsel  for 
Grant   Perpetual    Immunity    from  the  State  refers,  and  on  Which  it 
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held  that  the  exemption  from  taxation  of  property  employed  in 
manufactures  declared  by  the  constitution  of  Louisiana,  is  for- 
feited during  the  continuance  of  a  lease  made  for  the  purpose  of 
closing  the  factory  to  limit  production  and  prevent  competition.^* 
It  is  not  lost,  however,  by  temporary  interruptions  in  operation; 
but  continues  as  long  as  the  factory  exists  and  the  property  is 
set  apart  for  the  purpose  required. °*  And  under  a  constitutional 
and  statutory  provision  reserving  the  right  to  alter,  suspend,  or 
repeal  corporate  charters,  an  act  is  valid  which  requires  a  street- 
value  of  the  property  to  which  it 
applies.  Shareholders  and  cred- 
itors must  be  presumed  to  have 
dealt  with  the  corporation  on  the 
faith  of  the  contract  which  gave 
the  exemption,  and  It  can  not  be 
taken  away  by  legislation,  by  dis- 
solution of  the  corporation  or  in 
any  other  manner  not  sufficient 
to  pass  title  to  any  other  property 
from  one  person  to  another.  The 
right  to  exemption  from  taxation 
is  secured  by  the  same  guaranty 
which  secured  titles  to  those  own- 
ing lands  granted  under  the  act 
and  though  the  corporation  may 
be  dissolved,  will  continue  to  ex- 
ist in  favor  of  persons  owning  the 
property  to  which  the  immunity 
applies.  Lawful  dissolution  of  a, 
corporation  will  destroy  all  its 
corporate  franchises  or  privileges 
vested  by  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion; but  if  it  holds  rights,  priv- 
ileges and  franchises  having  the 
nature  of  property,  secured  by 
contract  based  on  valuable  con- 
sideration, these  will  survive  the 
dissolution  of  the  corporation,  for 
the  benefit  of  those  who  may  have 
right  to  or  just  claim  upon  its 
assets." 

03  Waterbury  v.  Atlas  Cordage 
Co.  (La.  1890),  7  So.  Rep.  783; 
Hernsheim  v.  Atlas  Steam  Cord- 
age Co.,  7  So.  Rep.  784,  construing 
La.  Const,  art.  207. 

04  "Waterbury   v.    Atlas    Cordage , 
Co.    (La.   1890),   7    So.   Rep.   783; 
Hernsheim  v.   Atlas   Steam  Cord- 
age Co.  (La.  1890),  7  So.  Rep.  784. 


relies:  Morgan  v.  Louisiana,  93 
U.  S.  217;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Geor- 
gia, 98  U.  S.  359;  Railway  Co.  v. 
Berry,  113  U.  S.  465;  Railway  Co. 
V.  Miller,-  114  U.  S.  176;  Piekard 
V.  Railway  Co.,  130  U.  S.  637. 
These  cases  hold  that  exemption 
from  taxation  given  to  a  named 
corporation  will  not  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  another  that  may  buy 
the  property,  or  to  a  corporation 
formed  from  the  consolidation  of 
the  one  holding  the  exemption  and 
another,  in  the  absence  of  some- 
thing showing  an  intention  to  fix 
the  exemption  on  the  property 
into  the  hands  of  whomsoever  it 
may  go.  These  decisions,  how- 
ever, are  fatal  to  the  proposition 
that  exemption  from  taxation  in 
such  cases  is,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law,  a  corporate  franchise, 
though  it  may  be  a  franchise 
owned  by  a  corporation.  The  act 
in  question,  and  its  acceptance  by 
the  company,  constitutes,  as  de- 
clared by  the  legislature,  'an  irre- 
pealable  contract  and  agreement 
between  the  State  and  the  said 
company,  its  successors  and  as- 
signs,' based  on  consideration 
deemed  by  the  legislature  suffi- 
cient; and  under  it,  the  right  to 
the  exemption  would  continue,  in 
favor  of  persons  or  corporations 
who  may  become  the  owners  of  the 
property  to  which  the  exemption 
applies,  even  though  the  appel- 
lant corporation  should  be  dis- 
solved by  a  decree  declaring  the 
forfeiture  of  its  charter.  The  ex- 
istence of  this  right  enhances  the 
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railroad  company  to  pay  annually  into  the  city  treasury  one  per 
cent,  of  its  gross  earnings  in  lieu  of  a  fee  of  a  certain  amount 
for  each  car  used  by  it,  as  required  by  its  charter.  The  subse- 
quent act  must  be  deemed  an  amendment  of  the  charter  in  that 
respect.'^ 

§  520.  (i)  Exemption  of  patent  rights. — Where  the  capital 
stock  is  invested  in  patent  rights,  it  cannot  be  taxed  by  the 
State."*  Although  its  capital  is  invested  in  patent  rights  and 
therefore  cannot  be  taxed  by  the  State,  it  may  nevertheless  tax 
the  corporate  franchises.'^S'  Patent  rights  are  prpotected  by  act 
of  Congress  against  taxation  by  any  State,  and  thus  corporate 
capital  stock,  invested  in  patents  is  not  taxable  by  the  State.°°^ 

§  521.  Taxation  of  corporate  business  earnings. — 'The  fourth 
method  of  taxing  corporations  is  baSed  upon  either  the  business 
transacted,  or  their  gross  earnings,  or  net  earnings,  or  dividends. 
The  tax  upon  the  business  transacted  is  imposed  in  several  States 
.upon  savings  banks,  their  deposits  being  reckoned  as  showing" 
the  amount  of  business  f  on  insurance  companies  in  Connecticut 
and  Massachusetts,  the  amount  insured  being  taken  as  represent- 
ing the  amount  of  business  in  the  former  two  States ;  on  foreign 
life  insurance  companies  in  New  York,  the  criterion  being  the 
amount  of  their  premiums  ;**  on  telephone  companies  in  Connec- 
ticut, according  to  the  number  of  telephones  and  mileage  of 
wire ;"'  and  in  Georgia  upon  the  number  of  telephone  stations.^ 
In  Mississippi  the  number  of  subscribers  is  the  criterion  of  the 
business  done  by  telephone  companies.^  Sleeping  car  companies 
are  taxed  upon  the  number  and  mileage  of  their  cars  in  Georgia 
and   Iowa;'   railway  companies  in  Delaware,   according  to  the 

95  City  of  New  York  v.  Twenty-  Rev.    Laws,    §    3595;    Mass.    Pub. 

Third  St.  Ry.  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  389.  Stat.  ch.  13,  §§  20-24;   R.  I.  Pub. 

96 People,  etc.  v.  KnlgM  (1901),  Stat.  ch.  27,  §  3;  Conn.  Gen.  Stat. 

67  N.  Y.  App.  Div.   333;    Holt  v.  §  3918;   Md. 'Pub.  Gen.  Laws,  art. 

Indiana    Manuf.    Co.     (1897),    80  81,  §  86. 

Fed.  1.  '8N.  Y.  Laws  of  1887,  ch.  699. 

96a  Marsden  Co.  v.  State,  etc.,  61  Tide  infra,  §  522. 

N.    J.   L.   461;    Commonwealth   v.  99  js,  g.  Conn.  Laws  of  1889,  ch. 

Philadelphia    (1893),    157   Pa.   St.  178. 

527,  27  Atl.   378.  1  Ga.  Laws  of  1888,  ch.  123,  §  7, 

96b  Commonwealth    V.    Westing-  subd.  2. 

house,  etc.  Co.  (1892),  151  Pa.  St.  2  Miss.  Laws  of  1880,  p.  17. 

265.  3  Ga.  Laws  of  1888,  ch.  123,  §  8, 

97  Me.  Rev.  Stat.  tit.  1,  §§  64-67;  subd.  3;   Iowa  Rev.  Stat.  §§  2023- 

N.  H.  Gen.  Laws.  ch.  65,  §  8;  Vt.  2025.    See,  also,  infra,  %  533. 
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number  of  locomotives  and  passengers';*  in  Missouri  according 
to  mileage ;''  express  companies  in  Tennessee  according  to  mile- 
age and  number  of  packages ;  °  mining,  smelting  and  refining  com- 
panies in  Michigan  upon  tonnage  of  product.'' 

§  522.  (a)  Taxation  of  gross  receipts — or  net  earnings. — ^The 
tax  upon  gross  receipts  or  earnings  is  imposed  by  many  States  on 
insurance  companies,  the  gross  amount  of  their  premiums  being 
regarded  as  their  earnings.^     But  if  a  statute  taxing  the  gross 


*Del.  Code,  874,  p.  29. 

5  Under  Rev.  Stat.  Mo.  1879,  §§ 
«871,  6873,  which  make  it  the 
duty  of  the  State  board  of  equali- 
zation, after  assessing  a  railroad 
in  its  entire  length,  to  apportion 
the  aggregate  value  to  each  coun- 
ty according  to  the  ratio  which 
the  number  of  miles  in  each  coun- 
ty bears  to  the  whole  number  of 
miles  in  the  State,  an  assessment 
of  a  railroad  by  a  county  court 
for  State,  county,  township  and 
•school  taxes,  need  not  describe  the 
property  other  than  as  so  many 
miles  of  road  of  a  given  value; 
and  a  petition  in  a  suit  to  recover 
these  delinquent  taxes,  which  sets 
forth  the  number  of  miles  of  road 
owned  by  the  defendant  in  a  des- 
ignated county,  is  sufficient,  as  it 
need  not  be  more  specific  than  tljie 
assessment,  although  the  form  for 
a  petition  prescribed  by  §  6889 
contemplates  a  description  of  the 
road.  State  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J. 
H.  Co.  (1890),  138  Mo.  332,  36  L. 
R.  A.  457,  13  S.  W.  Rep.  505. 

6  The  legislature  of  Tennessee, 
tiy  an  act  approved  March  29, 
1887,  provided  that  the  following 
taxes  should  be  paid  by  express 
companies:  "In  lieu  of  all  other 
taxes,  except  ad  valorem  tax,  if  the 
lines  are  less  than  one  hundred 
miles  long,  per  annum,  $1,000.  If 
the  lines  are  over  one  hundred 
miles  long,  per  annum,  $3,000." 
The  same  authority,  by  an  act  ap- 
proved April  8,  1889,  provided  that 
express  companies  should  pay  a 
tax  "in  lieu  of  all  other  taxes  ex- 
cept ad,  valorem  tax,  if  the  lines 


are  less  than  one  hundred  miles 
long,  for  one  or  more  packages 
taken  up  at  one  point  in  this  State 
and  transported  to  another  point 
in  this  State,  per  annum,  $1,000. 
If  the  lines  are  more  than  one 
hundred  miles  long,  for  one  or 
more  packages  taken  up  at  one 
point  in  this  State  and  trans- 
ported to  another  point  in  this 
State,  per  annum,  $3,000."  By  this 
act,  it  is  made  a  misdemeanor, 
punishable  by  a  fine  and  impris- 
onment, to  conduct  the  express 
business  without  prepayment  of 
the  tax. 

7,  Mich.  Gen.  Stat.  §§  1187,  1226, 
1229;  "Taxation  on  Corporations," 
by  Prof.  B.  R.  A.  Seligman  (1890), 
5  Polit.  Science  Quart.  269,  307. 

sE.  g.  Ala.  Civil  Code,  §454.,  The 
New  Act  of  1886,  ch.  679,  entitled 
"An  act  to  provide  for  the  taxa-^ 
tion  of  fire  and  marine  insurance 
companies,"  providing  that  all  in- 
surance companies  doing  business 
in  the  State  shall  pay  a  certain 
tax  on  the  amount  of  their  pre- 
miums; that  their  real  estate  shall 
continue  to  be  assessed  and  taxed 
for  State,  city,  town,  county,  vil- 
lage, school,  or  other  local  pur- 
poses, but  their  personal  property, 
franchise  and  business  shall  be  ex- 
empt from  all  assessment  or  tax- 
ation, "except  as  in  this  act  pre- 
scribed," provided  that  the  fire 
department  shall  not  be  affected, 
■  and  this  is  held  to  apply  as  well 
to  local  as  to  State  taxation  and 
assessment.  People  v.  Coleman 
(1890),  121  N.   Y.   542. 
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receipts  of  foreign  insurance  compapies,  provides  no  method  of 
ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  gross  receipts, '  they  can  not  be 
taxed.''  The  taxation  of  gross  receipts  is  the  method  appHed  to 
transportation  companies  in  many  instances.^"  Telegraph  com- 
panies are  taxed  on  their  gross  receipts  in  many  States.^^  Elec- 
tric Hght  companies  in  Georgia,^^  and  gas  companies  in  Massa- 
chusetts, are  similarly  taxed.^' 

Net  earnings. — The  net  earnings  of  railway  companies  are 
taxed  in  Georgia,  Virginia  and  Delaware;^*  of  insurance  com- 
panies, in  Alabama,  Illinois,  Maine,  Missouri,  Nevada  and  Ind- 
iana ;^^  of  savings  banks  without  capital  stock,  in  Pennsylvania  ;^* 
and  of  gas-works,  water-works,  electric-light  companies,  ferries, 
toll-bridges,  public  mills  and  gins,  and  cotton  compresses,  in  Ala- 
bama.^^  And  in  England  the  Customs  and  Inland  Revenue  Act 
of  1855  imposes  a  duty  on  the  property  of  bodies  corporate  and 
unincorporate.  This  is  a  duty  of  five  per  cent,  upon  the  annual 
value,  income  or  profits  of  the  real  or  personal  property  of  these 
bodies,  after  deducting  all  necessary  outgoings,  costs,  charges  and 
expenses  properly  incurred  in  the  management  of  their  property.^" 

§  523.  (b)  Taxation  of  dividends. — Stock  dividends  are  not 

taxable.     A  tax  upon  a  dividend  must  be  paid,  where  it  is  not 

t 

» British    Foreign    Marine    Ins.  is  Mass.  Acts   of  18S2,   ch.   106, 

Co.  V.  Assessors    (1890),   42  Fed.  §  4;  Mass.  Acts  of  1885,  ch.  314. 
Rep.    90,    construing   La.   Acts    of  i*Ga.   Code,    §    818.     And   fifty 

1886,  ch.  76;  cents  on  every  hundred  dollars  in 

10  E.  g.  Express  companies  in  value  of  property  in  Virginia.  Va. 
Georgia:  Ga.  Laws  of  1887,  pp.  Acts  of  1874,  p.  353.  In  Delaware 
22,  24.  Sleeping-car  companies  railway  and  canal  companies.  Del. 
in   Alabama:     Ala.   Civil   Code,   §,  Code,  p.  41. 

454.      Express    companies    in    Ar-  is  Ala.  Act  of  Dec.  11,  1886,  §  3; 

kansas    are    taxed    on    gross    re-  111.  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  73,  §  30,  foreign 

celpts,  less  amount  paid  for  trans-  companies  only;  Me.  Rev.  Stat.  tit. 

portation     to     domestic    railways.  1,   §   59,  foreign  companies  only; 

Ark.  Rev.  Stat.  §  5640.    In  Maine,  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  §  6057,  foreign  com- 

where    horse    railways    are   taxed  panies  only;  Neb.  Comp.  Stat.  ch. 

on  gross   receipts  according  to  a  77,   §  38;    Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  §  6351, 

graduated    scale    of    one-tenth    of  home  companies  only, 
one  per  cent,  for  every  thousand  is  Pa.  Act   of  June  1,   1889,   §| 

dollars.     Me.  Rev.   Stat.   tit.   1,   §  25,  27. 

47.      For     other     examples,     vid,e  it  "Taxation    of    Corporations," 

intra,  §§  525,  533.  by  Prof.  B.  R.  A.  Seligman  (1890), 

11  Ark.  Rev.  Stat.  §  5640;  Ala.  5  Polit.  Science  Quart.  269,  296, 
Civ.    Code,    §    454;    Ga.    Laws    of  citing  Ala.  Code,  §  454,  subd.  5. 

1887,  pp.  22,  24,  and  cases  cited  is  Customs  and  Inland  Rev.  Act 
in^ra,  §  536.  of  1855,  §  11. 

12  Ga.  Laws  of  1887,  pp.  22,  24. 
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a  distribution  of  the  capital  stock.^°  Distribution  of  its  treasury 
stock  in  another  corporation  among  the  shareholders,  is  a  divi- 
dend.^" Consolidation  of  corporations  by  increase  of  .the  capital 
stock  and  its  issue  pro  rata  to  shareholders  of  the  old  stock,  is 
not  a  dividend.^^  That  part  of  the  dividends  earned  in  other 
years  is  not  taxable. ^^  Profits  expended  in  improvements  of  the 
corporate  property  are  not  a  dividend.^^  A  tax  upon  railroad 
receipts  is  not  a  tax  on  dividends.^*  In  Alabama  the  general 
corporation  tax  is  upon  dividends  declared  or  earned,  and  not 
divided,  and  upon  the  capital  stock.^'  Gas  and  electric  light  com- 
panies are  taxed  upon  their  dividends  in  New  Jersey,  and  turn- 
pike, street-railways  and  gas  companies  in  Kentucky.^"  In  New 
York  and  Pennsylvania  the  tax,  while  upon  the  capital  stock,  de- 
pends upon  the  contingency  of  the  company  being  a  dividend- 
paying  concern.^'' 

§  524.  Tenure  of  corporate  property  as  affecting  liability  to 
tax. — Generally  speaking,  a  company  does  not  have  such  an 
ownership  in  property  leased  by  it  as  to  be  liable  for  taxes  im- 
posed thereon.*'  Thus  the  Missouri  statute,*"  declaring  all  other 
property  "owned"  by  any  railway  company  to  be  subject  to  tax- 
ation, does  not  apply  to  Pullman  cars  operated  by  a  company 
tinder  a  lease.^"  A  railroad  company  which  has  acquired  from 
a  city  the  right  to  perpetual  possession  of  certain  land,  and  is 
in  the  actual  occupancy  thereof,  is  liable  for  the  taxes  thereon, 

19  Commonwealth  v.  Western,  crued  under  the  laws  repealed," 
etc.  Co.,  (1893),  156  Pa.  St.  455.  it  has  been  held  that  a  corpora- 

20  Allegheny  v.  Pittsburg,  etc.  tion  which  was  chartered  Febru- 
Ry.  Co.   (1897),  179  Pa.  St.  414.  ary   18,   1885,   and   declared   divi- 

2,1  Allegheny  v.  Federal,  etc.  Ry.  dends  during  the  year  amounting 

(1897),  179  Pa.  St.  424.  to  twelve  per   cent.,   viz.,   one   of 

22  Commonwealth  v.  Brush,  etc.  six  per  cent..  May  12th,  and  an- 
Co.   (1891),  145  Pa.  St.  147.  other  of  like  amount,  August  6th. 

23  State  V.  Comptroller  (1891),  was  subject  to  taxation  upon  it's 
54  N.  J.  L.  135.  capital    stock,   measured    by    the 

24  Commrs.  etc.  v.  Buckner,  43  amount  of  its  dividends,  for  the 
Fed.  533   (1891).  proportion  of  the  tax  year   from 

25  Ala.  Civil  Code,  §  453.  February   18th,   when   it   was   in- 

26  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  90,  art.  4,  corporated,  to  June  30th,  the  date 
§§1  and  3.  of  the  repeal.    MacKellar,  etc.  Co. 

27  Yide  supra,  §  500.  Under  the  v.  Commonwealth   (Pa.  1887),  10 
Pennsylvania  act  of  June  30,  1885,  Atlan.  Rep.  780,  not  reported, 
which    repeals    all     laws    laying  as  state    v.     St.    Louis    County 
taxes  upon  certain  manufacturing  (1886),  84  Mo.  234. 
corporations,    "reserving    and    ex-  29  Mo.  Act  of  March  10,  1871. 
cepting   unto   the   Commonwealth  so  State    v.     St.    Louis    County 
the  right  to  collect  any  taxes  ao  Court   (1886),  13  Mo.  App.  53. 
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although  it  does  not  own  the  title  to  the  fee.'^  Where  in  a  grant 
of  land  to  a  railway  company,  there  is  a  provision  that  a  con- 
veyance of  the  land  to  the  company  shall  not  be  executed,  until 
payment  be  made  to  the  federal  government  for  the  cost  of 
surveying,  selecting,  and  conveying  it,  no  taxes  can  be  levied 
upon  it  by  any  State  until  that  payment  has  been  made.'^ 

§  525.  Taxation  of  railroads,  and  interstate  railwrays. — 
The  State  may  tax  a  railroad  upon  its  gross  receipts  or,  if  but 
partly  in  the  State,  on  a  proportion  of  the  gross  receipts  in  such  • 
I  mode  as  the  statute  may  provide,'*'  or  may  tax  the  railroad  on  its 
business  that  passes  out  of  the  State  into  another,  and  back  into 
it  again.'''*  A  state  tax  on  interstate  railroad  earnings,  is  uncon- 
stitutional.'* Although  used  in  interstate  traffic,  the  rolling  stock 
of  a  foreign  railroad  corporation  may  be  taxed  by  the  State,  pro- 
portioned, as  the  number  of  miles  in  the  State  bears  to  the  whole 
number  of  miles  of  the  road.'^  The  tax  upon  railways  is  usually 
either  upon  their  property  or  upon  their  gross  receipts.  In  Ala^ 
bama  it  is  a  property  tax.''  So,  the  local  taxation  in  New  York 
is  upon  the  railway  property.'^  In  California  it  is  upon  the 
franchise  and  property,  the  assessment  being  made  by  the  State 
and  apportioned  among  the  municipalities  for  taxation  by  them.'* 
So,  in  Colorado  the  tax  is  upon  the  property,  the  realty  being 
taxed  where  it  lies  and  the  other  property  assessed  by  the  State 
and  notice  given  to  the  municipalities  of  its  value.*"  So  again, 
in  Kansas,  railway  property  is  taxed,  the  assessment  being  made 
by  the  State  and  apportioned  as  in  California.*^  In  Iowa,  while 
the  assessment  is  of  the  property,  the  gross  earnings  per  mile  are 
taken  into  consideration  in  fixing  its  value.     This  is  done  by  the 

31  City  of  Muscatine  v.  Chicago,  Railroads  in  the  City  of  New 
R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  (Iowa,  1890),  York"  (New  York,  1883),  by 
44  N.  W.  Rep.  909.  Roger    Foster.      Whether    a    rail- 

32  Northern  Pacific  R.  Co.  v.  road  is  constructed  on  or  beneath 
Traill  County  (1886),  115  U.  S.  the  surface,  or  on  pillars,  is  im- 
600.  material,   as   regards   its   liability 

33  Maine  v.  Grand  Trunk,  etc.  to  taxation,  the  law  regarding  as 
Ry.    (1891),  142  U.   S.  217.  land    the    structures    adapted    to 

34  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  v.  Penn.  support  it,  or  to  facilitate  and  pro- 
(1892),  145  U.  S.  192.  tect  its  use.    People  v.  New  York 

35  Fargo  V.  Michigan  (1887),  121  Tax  Commissioners  (1886),  101 
U.  S.  230.  N.  Y.  322. 

36  Board    of   Assessors    v.    Pull-  39  Cal.  Const,  art.  xiii,  §  10. 
•man,  etc.  Co.   (1894),  60  Fed.  37.  ^oColo.  Gen.  Stai  §  2847. 

37  Ala.  Civ.  Code,  §  453,  subd.  11.  *i   Kan.  Comp.  L.  p.  95.  j 

38  "Taxation     of    the    Elevated  ' 
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State  and,  as  above,  the  municipal  corporations  tax.  Railroads 
and  street  railways  are  in  many  States  taxed  upon  their  gross 
receipts;*^  or,  in  the  case  of  interstate  roads,  upon  such 
part  of  the  gross  receipts  as  their  mileage  within  the  State 
is  to  the  mileage  of  the  whole  line.*^  A  tax  on  the  undivided 
profits  of  a  railway  "which  have  accrued,  been  earned  and  added 
to  any  surplus,  contingent,  or  other  fund"  during  the  year,  is  not 
to  be  assessed  upon  undivided  profits  used  for  new  construction.** 
In  Minnesota  the  State  was  declared  to  be  deprived  of  the  right 
to  assess  in  specie  the  land  of  a  railway  company,  by  a  statute 
requiring  the  company  to  pay  into  the  State  treasury  on  or  before 
a  certain  day  in  each  year  three  per  cent,  of  its  gross  earnings, 
and  declaring  that  sum  to  be  in  lieu  of  all  taxes  and  assessments.*^ 
But  a  statute  which  provides  that  a  company  shall  at  all  times, 
and  as  fixed  by  statute  for  similar  reports  from  other  railway 
companies,  make  a  report  of  its  gross  earnings  for  the  preceding 
year,  and  shall  each  year  pay  into  the  State  treasury,  at  the  times 
fixed  by  the  revised  statutes  for  payment  by  railway  companies 
of  their  license  fees,  a  sum  equal  to  five  per  cent,  of  its  gross 
earnings  for  the  preceding  year,  which  should  be  in  lieu  of  all 
other  license  fees  exacted  from  the  company,  merely  prescribes 
a  way  for  ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  license  fee  for  the  year 
in  which  it  is  to  be  paid,  and  does  not  impose  a  tax  on  the  gross 
earnings  of  the  road.*°  The  Maryland  Code  provides  that 
"Whenever  the  road  of  any  railroad  company,  organized  under 
the  laws  of  this  State,  shall  extend  beyond  the  limits  of  this  State, 
into  any  other  State  or  States,  and  the  return  of  the  treasurer 
or  other  financial  officer  of  said  company,  made  to  the  comptroller, 
shall  not  show  certainly  and  accurately  the  precise  amount  of 
gross  receipts  within  this  State,  the  comptroller  may  ascertain 
said  amount  by  making  the  gross  receipts  in  this  State  bear  the 
same  proportion  to  the  whole  gross  receipts  of  said  company 

*2£?.   g.  Me.   Rev.   Stat.   p.   136,  *•!  Marquette  H.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v. 

and  cases  cited  infra.    But  In  Vir-  United   States    (1888),   132   U.   S. 

ginia  and  Delaware  the  tax  is  on  722,  construing  Act  Cong.  July"  14, 

the  net  earnings  of  railways.  "Tax-  1870. 

ation  of  Railroads  &  Railroad  Se-  *5  Hennepin  County  v.  St.  Paul 

curities"  (New  York,  1880),  being  M.  Ry.  Co.    (1886),  33  Minn.  534, 

a  report  "by  C.  F.  Adams,  W.  B.  construing  Minn.  Special  Laws  of 

Williams  and  J.  H.  Oberly,  a  com-  1857,  ch.  1,  §  18. 

mittee  appointed  at  a  convention  is  State  v.  Harshaw  (Wis.  1890), 

of  State  Railroad  Commissioners.  45  N.  W.  Rep.  308. 

*3  Tide  infra,  §  533. 


§  525.]  TAXATION    OF    CORPORATIONS    AND   OF   STOCK.  737 

as- the  number  of  miles  of  said  road  in  this  State  does  to  the  whole 
number  of  miles  in  the  length  of  said  road."*^  This  method  of 
ascertaining  the  gross  receipts  within  the  State  is  declared  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable.  It  is  true  the  gross  receipts  on  one  part  of 
the  road  may  be  greater  than  on  another,  but  perfect  equality  in 
the  assessment  and  apportionment  of  taxes  is  unattainable,  and 
hence  this  rule  is  adopted.*'  And  in  a  case  in  Maryland  it  is 
held  that  where  a  portion  of  a  line  of  a  street  railway  company, 
which  is  required  to  pay  to  the  city  in  which  it  is  located  a  cer- 
tain percentage  of  the  gross  receipts  from  passenger  travel  within 
the  city  limits,  runs  beyond  the  city  limits,  and  the  company 
keeps  no  separate  account  of  the  receipts  from  this  portion  of 
the  road,  it  is  proper,  in  arriving  at  the  amount  of  its  receipts, 
to  take  the  amount  which  bears  the  same  proportion  to  the  re- 
ceipts of  the  whole  line  as  the  number  of  miles  of  road  beyond 
the  city  limits  bears  to  the  total  number  of  miles  operated.*^ 
Under  the  provision  of  the  Wisconsin  statute,  requiring  railway 
companies  annually  to  make  and  return  a  "statement  of  the  gross 
earnings  of  their  respective  roads  for  the  preceding  calendar 
year,  of  the  number  of  miles  operated,  and  the  gross  earnings  per 
mile,  per  annum,  during  such  year,"  requiring  also  the  payment 
of  a  license  fee,  and  dividing  railways  into  classes,  with  respect 
to  the  gross  earnings  "per  mile  per  annum  of  operated  road,"  it 
was  held  immaterial,  in  determining  the  class  to  which  a  road 
belongs,  that  it  was  operated  for  only  a  short  while  during  the 
year.^°  And  under  this  act  it  is  also  held  that  spur  tracks  are  to 
be  included  in  the  mileage;  that  payments  for  rent  of  a  leased 
road  must  not  be  deducted  from  the  gross  earnings,  and  that 
the  excess  of  the  amount  received  for  the  use  of  cars  over  the 


iiTUd.  Code,  II,  art.   81,   §  153,  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  202;  holding, 

p.  1264.  also,   that   the   testimony   of   pas- 

48  Delaware  Railroad  Tax  Case,  sengers  who  had  been  riding  on 

18  Wall.  208,  231,  where  this  rule  the   line   beyond    the    city   limits 

was    approved    by    the    Supreme  several  times  a  day,  stating  from 

Court  of  the  United  States.  It  was  casual  observation  their  estimate 

also   approved   in    State   Railroad  of  the  number  of  passengers  who 

Tax  Cases,  92  U.  S.  608-611,  and  rode  on  that  portion  of  the  line. 

Western    Union    Telegraph    Co.'s  is  incompetent  to  show  the  amount 

Case,    125   U.   S.   530-552;    and  in  of  the  receipts. 

State  v.  Railroad  Co.,  45  Md.  384.  5o  State    v.    McFetridge    (1886), 

*9  Baltimore     Union     Passenger  64  Wis.  130,  construing  Wis.  Rev. 

Ry.  Co.  V.  City  of  Baltimore  (Md.  Stat.  §§  1211  et  seq. 
1890),   18   Atlan.  Rep.   917;    s.   o. 

Vol.  11—47 
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amount  expended  for  that  purpose,  is  to  be  accounted  as  a  part  of 
the  gross  earnings.'^  An  assessment  of  taxes  due  the  State  on 
the  gross  receipts  of  a  railway  company  should  properly  be  made 
in  the  name  of  the  company  alone,  even  though  it  has  passed  into 
the  hands  of  a  receiver  appointed  by  a  United  States  court.^^ 
In  Nezv  York  there  is  a  statute  providing  that  all  taxes,  except 
for  schools  and  roads,  assessed  upon  any  railroad  in  a  town 
which  has  issued  bonds  in  aid  thereof,  shall  be  held  as  a  sinking 
fund  for  the  redemption  of  the  municipal  bonds."^  Where  a 
town  has  collected  from  a  railroad  company  money  to  pay  the 
interest  on  bonds  issued  in  its  aid,  and  it  appears  that  the  bonds 
were  void,  the  railroad  will  be  entitled  to  recover  the  money,  and 
no  limitation  will  bar  it  of  that  right."**  So  far  as  railway  and 
other  carrying  companies  do  business  entirely  within  the  limits  of 
a  single  State,  questions  arising  under  its  tax  laws  are  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  construction  put  upon  them  by  the  courts  of  the 
State.°°     Public  corporations,  which  are  agencies  of  the  govern- 


51  State  V.  McFetridge  (1886), 
64  Wis.  130. 

5  2  Philadelphia  &  Reading  R. 
Co.  V.  Commonwealth  (1886),  104 
Pa.  St.  80. 

53  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1869,  ch.  907,  § 
4,  as  amended  by  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
1871,  ch.  283.  And  this  statute 
is  held  to  apply  not  only  to  rail- 
ways constructed  under  the  act 
of  1869,  hut  to  all  towns  bonded 
in  aid  of  railroads  constructed  in 
or  through  them.  Clark  v.  Shel- 
don (1887),  106  N.  Y.  109,  holding 
also  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
county  treasurer  under  this  act  to 
set  aside  and  invest  all  such  taxes 
paid  him  by  the  railways,  al- 
though by  doing  so  he  will  not 
have  money  enough  to  pay  the  ob- 
ligations of  the  county  to  the  State 
and  to  the  county  officials  and 
other  county  creditors.  Beach  on 
Railways,  §  227. 

64  Aurora  v.  Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co., 
19  111.  App.  360;  Beach  on  Rail- 
ways, §  227. 

66  United  States  Ex.  Co.  v.  Allen 
(1889),  39  Fed.  Rep.  712.  Mass. 
Acts  of  1884,  ch.  157,  §  2,  author- 
izes a  railroad  to  take  so  much 


land  in  a  certain  region  "as  it 
may  deem  necessary  or  suitable 
for  station  purposes,  and  for 
tracks  and  yard-room  to  be  used 
in  connection  therewith;"  section 
5  provides  that  the  company,  in 
the  exercise  of  the  powers  granted, 
is  to  be  subject  to  all  the  duties, 
liabilities,  and  restrictions  "which 
are  provided  by  the  general  laws 
in  like  cases;  and  Mass.  Pub.  Stat, 
ch.  112,  §  92,  provides  that  "land 
without  the  limits  of  the  route, 
fixed  as  aforesaid,  and  taken  or 
purchased  for  depot  or  station 
purposes,  shall  not  be  exempt 
from  taxation."  Under  these  pro- 
visions it  was  ■  held  that  land 
taken  for  station  purposes  is  lia- 
ble to  taxation,  although  the  limits 
of  the  road  have  not  been  fixed 
as  provided;  that  it  would  be  as- 
sumed that  the  whole  of  the  tak- 
ing Is  for  station  purposes,  as  the 
tracks  and  yard-room  are  merely 
Incidental;  and  that  although  part 
of,  the  taking  was  once  within  the 
limits,  yet  if  it  has  been  sold,  and 
the  whole  of  the  taking  is  for 
station  purposes,  that  part  will  not 
be  exempt.    Norwich  &  W.  R.  Co. 
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ment  are  not  taxable,  but  quasi-public  corporations,  such  as  rail- 
roads, and  other  common  carriers,  and  gas,  water,  telegraph 
companies,  etc.,  owing  services  to  the  public,  are,  nevertheless, 
taxable,  as  are  other  private  corporations  in  the  absence  of  express 
exemption  by  the  legislature."'^ 

§  536.  Taxation  of  railway  bridge  companies. — Railway 
bridges  are  frequently  constructed  and  owned  by  companies  dis- 
tinct from  those  owning  and  operating  the  railways  which  cross 
them.  And  where  this  is  the  case,  the  bridge  is  not  to  be  taxed 
as  part  of  the  property  of  the  railway  company,""  even  though  the 
stockholders  of  both  companies  are  the  same,  and  all  of  the 
bridge  company  stock  is  pledged  to  the  railway  company,  which 
by  contract  has  the  permanent  use  of  the  bridge.^'  The  liability 
for  taxation  is  upon  the  bridge  company  itself.  From  this  it 
follows  that  these  structures  are  subject  to  local  taxation,  where, 
if  owned  by  the  railway  company,  they  might  be  exempt.  And 
the  return  of  the  bridge  to  the  railroad  assessors  of  the  State  as 
a  part  of  the  road's  mileage  does  not  exempt  it  from  taxation  as 
an  independent  structure."'  The  Iowa  Code  makes  railway 
bridges  across  the  Mississippi  river  taxable  as  real  estate."'  In 
a  Kentucky  case,  a  city,  whose  corporate  limits  extend  to  low- 
water  mark  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  Ohio  river,  is  held  to  have 
authority  to  make  an  assessment  for  railroad  and  school  taxes 
of  the  district,  against  a  railroad  bridge  built  across  the  river, 
where  the  city  granted  the  land  on  which  the  approaches  of  the 
bridge  are  built,  reserving  as  a  consideration  therefor  the  right 

V.    County   Commissioners    (Mass.  owning  a  bridge  across  the  Mlssis- 

1890),  23  N.  E.  Rep.  721.  sippi  river  from  Iowa  to  Illinois, 

55a  People   T.   Forest,    97   N.   Y.  by  the  county  auditor   (after  the 

97;   Thomson  v.  XT.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  9  assessment    lists    for    that    year 

Wall.     (XT.     S.)     579;     Louisville  have   passed   from   the   assessor), 

Water    Co.    v.    Hamilton,    81   Ky.  under  Code  Iowa,  §  841,  giving  the 

517;     Commonwealth     v.     Lowell  county   auditor   power   to   correct 

Gaslight  Co.,  12  Allen  (Mass.)  775.  the     assessment     or     tax     books. 

56  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  where  the  assessment  is  made  as 

Williams    (1890),   53  Ark.   58,   13  on    personal    property,    when   the 

S.  W.  796.  only  property  owned  by  the  com- 

67  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  pany  is  part  of  its  bridge  and  the 

Williams,    53   Ark.    58,   13    S.   W.  approach    thereto,    is    void,    since 

Rep.   796,   distinguishing  State  v.  Code  Iowa,  §  808,"  makes  railroad 

Depot  Co.   (1889),  42  Minn.  142.  bridges     across     the     Mississippi 

58  St.   Joseph  &  G.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  river  taxable   as   realty.     Keiths- 

Devereaux  (1890),  41  Fed.  Rep.  14.  burg  Bridge  Co.  v.  McKay  (1890), 

50  Accordingly,  the  assessment  of  42  Fed.  Rep.  427. 
a  tax  against  a  bridge  company, 
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to  tax  the  bridge  itself,  and  all  its  appurtenances  within  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  the  city.'" 

§  526a.  Taxation  of  National  banks,  and  moneyed  capital.— 
By  the  federal  statute  it  is  provided  that  shares  of  national  bank 
stock  may  be  taxed  as  part  of  the  personalty  of  the  owner,  and 
that  each  State  may  tax  them  in  its  own  manner,  except  that  the 
taxation  shall  not  be  at  a  greater  rate  than  is  imposed  on  other 
"moneyed  capital"  owned  by  citizens  of  the  State,  and  that  the 
shares  of  non-residents  shall  only  be  taxed  in  the  city  wherein 
the  bank  is  located.'^  "Moneyed  capital"  may  be  taxed  for 
years  past.^''  "Moneyed  capital"  refers  to  capital  which  comes 
in  competition  with  the  business  of  national  banks."^  Other 
"moneyed  capital"  means  that  employed  in  banking  or  loaning 
and  not  in  business.'*  "Moneyed  capital"  competing  with  na- 
tional bank  capital  need  not  be  at  the  same  rate,  for  example: 
capital  invested  in  railroads,  mortgages,  manufacturing,  or  min- 
ing, for  that  is  not  "moneyed  capital."""  A  statute  lirtiiting  tax 
to  thirty  cents  per  hundred  dollars  on  general  stocks,  does  not 
include  national  bank  stock.""  A  considerable  number  of  cases 
involving  the  construction  of  this  section  of  the  United  States 
Revised  Statutes  have  gone  to  the  Supreme  Court,  in  which  the 
complaint  has  been  of  discrimination  against  national  banks  and 
their  shareholders,  in  favor  of  owners  of  other  moneyed  capital, 
in  the  assessttient  of  taxes  by  the  States.  In  most  of  them  the 
court  has  upheld  the  tax,  in  others  it  has  pronounced  against  it. 
From  the  nature  of  the  subject,  each  case  has  presented  its  own 

60  Henderson  Bridge  Co.  v.  City  6  Am.   L,.   Reg.  N.   S.   475;    "The- 

of  Henderson    (Ky.   1890),   14   S.  Question  of  Taxation — ^State  and 

W.  Rep.  85;  Anderson  v.  Chicago,  National  Banks"   (Albany,  1864); 

etc.  R.  R.   (1886),  117  111.  26.  "Taxation      of      National      Bank 

61 U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  5219.     See  Shares,"  by  Isaac  F.   Redfleld,   &• 

generally  on  taxation  of  national  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  526;   6  Am.  L. 

banks:     "National  Banks  &  State  Reg.    475;    8    Am.    L.    Reg.    272; 

Taxation"    (New  York,  1887),  by  "State  Taxation  of  National  Cor- 

Chauncey  P.  Williams;  "Taxation  porations,"  by   Russell  H.   Curtis 

of  National  Banks,"  monographic  (1885),  21  Cent.  L.  J.  428. 

note  by  Robert  Desty,  13  Fed.  Rep.  62  state  v.   Simmons   (1893),  70- 

433;    "Power    of    States    to    Tax  Miss.    485. 

Property     of     National     Banks,"  63  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Chapman 

monographic    note,    96    Am.    Dec.  (1899),  173  U.  S.  205. 

290,   297;    "Taxation   of  National  64Talbott    v.     Silver    Bow    Co. 

Bank   Shares   by   or   under   State  (1891),  139  U.  S.  438. 

Authorities,"  by  John  W.  Daniel,  65  Aberdeen    Bank    v.    Chehalis 

5    Va.    L.    J.    535;    "Taxation    of  County  (1897),  166  U.  S.  440. 

Shares  in  National  Banks,"  mon-  66  National  Bank  v.  Mayor,  etc. 

ographic  note  by  John  F.  Dillon,  (1900),  100  Fed.  Rep.  24. 
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special  facts,  and  has  differed  in  these  facts  from  every  other 
case.  The  Supreme  Court  has  dealt  fairly  with  the  tax  laws  of 
the  States  which  have  been  brought  under  its  review.  It  has 
held  that  the  shares  of  national  banks  may  be  taxed  by  the  States, 
although  no  provision  be  made  in  assessing  it  for  deducting  from 
computation  the  always  large  amount  of  United  States  bonds  held 
by  the  banks."^  It  is  held  both  by  the  Supreme  and  Circuit 
Courts  that  the  tax  upon  the  shares  of  these  banks  may  be  as- 
sessed upon,  and  collected  from,  the  banks  themselves.'^  The  Su- 
preme Court  has  held  that  neither  of  these  circumstances  in  itself 
vitiates  a  tax.  Even  in  cases  where  it  has  appeared  that  the 
system  of  taxation  enforced  by  a  State  has  operated  unequally,  as 
between  shareholders  of  national  banks  and  owners  of  other 
moneyed  capital,  the  court  has  not  looked  upon  the  system  with 
unfriendly  scrutiny  and  illiberal  spirit,  but  in  cases  where  the 
discrimination  was  -trivial  or  technical,  or  such  as  must  always 
result  from  the  greater  or  less  imperfection  of  all  human  l^isla- 
tion,  it  has  declined  to  interpose  in  behalf  of  the  taxpayer.  Fur- 
ther than  thus  indicated,  there  does  not  appear  in  the  many  de- 
cisions in  which  that  court  has  given  construction  to  the  prohibi- 
tion in  the  federal  statute,  to  be  any  general  principle  laid  down 
applicable  to  all  cases  that  have  arisen.  The  court  has  decided 
€ach  case  upon  its  own  special  facts.  The  question  has  contin- 
ually been,  does  the  tax  materially  and  injuriously  discriminate 
against  the  shareholders  of  national  banks?  And  in  every  case 
the  question  has  been  rather  one  of  fact  than  of  law.'*  The  stock 
of  national  banks  may  be  taxed  in  Delaware,''"  and  in  Pennsyl- 
vania,^^   and  in  Kentucky,^^   in  Iowa,''    in  Indiana,'*   in  '\Vash- 

67  Hughes,  J.,  in  First  Nat.  Bank  State.  Whitney  Nat.  Bank  v. 
v.  City  of  Richmond  (18S9),  39  Parker  (1890),  41  Fed.  Rep.  402, 
Fed.  Rep.  309;  s.  c.  €  Ry.  &  Corp.      and  cases  there  cited. 

L.  J.  331;  s.  c.  (1890),  42  Fed.  Rep.  69  Hughes,  J.;  in  First  Nat.  Bank 

877.  V.   City   of  Richmond    (1889),   39 

68  La.  Act  of  1888,  §  27,  provid-      Fed.  Rep.  309. 

ing  that  shares  In  hanks  shall  be  to  First   Nat.    Bank   v.    Herbert 

assessed  to  the  shareholders,  but  (1890),  44  Fed.  158. 

requiring  the  bank  to  pay  ta,xes  7i Merchants  Bk.  v.  Pa.   (1897), 

so  assessed,  and  authorizing  it  to  167  U.  S.  461. 

collect  them  from  the  sharehold-  72  First     Nat.     Bank    v.     Stone 

ers,  imposes  a  tax,  not  upon  the  (1898),  88  Fed.  409. 

bank,  but  upon  its  shares,  as  per-  73  First    Nat.     Bank    v.     Albia 

mitted  by  act  of  congress,  provid-  (1892),  52  N.  W.  334. 

ing  that   a   State  may   determine  74  First    Nat.    Bank    v.    Turner 

the  manner  of  taxing  the  shares  (1900),  154  Ind.  456. 

of  national  banks  located  in  the 
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ington,"  in  Nevada,  ''"  and  West  Virginia."  Under  the  New 
York  statute,  k  non-resident  is  not  personally  liable  for  such 
tax.''^  In  Kansas,  when  assessed  against  the  stockholders, 
the  tax  may  be  collected  from  the  bank."  In  deciding  that  share- 
holders of  national  banks  may  be  taxed  at  a  rate  in  fixing  which 
no  account  has,  been  taken  of  the  non-taxable  United  States  bonds 
required  by  law  to  be  held  by  those  banks,  the  court  has  not 
made  so  absolute  a  ruling  that  if  it  should  be  shown  in  any  par- 
ticular case  that  such  an  omission  operates  as  a  material  and  in- 
jurious discrimination  against  national  bank  shareholders,  in 
favor  of  other  moneyed  capitalists,  the  tax  thus  operating  may 
not  be  pronounced  illegal.  The  paramount  question  in  every 
case  is,  whether  or  not  the  tax,  or  system  of  taxation,  complained 
of,  materially  and  injuriously  discriminates  against  national 
bank  shareholders,  in  favor  of  other  moneyed  capitalists,  in  a 
degree  tending  to  discourage  investments  in  the  shares  of  the 
national  banks.  Upon  this  question  of  fact,  the  decisions  of  the 
Supreme  Court  have  turned,  and  all  decisions  on  this  subject 
must  turn.*"  But  it  is  doubtful  whether  congress,  in  authorizing 
the  States  to  tax  the  shares  of  national  banks,  under  legislation 
of  their  own,  prescribing  the  manner  and  place  of  doing  so,  in- 
tended thereby  to  authorize  cities,  counties,  and  towns  to  exercise 
the  same  piower.  The  mere  fact  that  municipal  corporations  may 
tax  national  banks  at  their  pleasure  would  tend  strongly  to  dis- 
courage investments  in  their  shares,  and  no  instance  of  such  a 
tax  has  yet  gone  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. ^^ 
Congress  requires  the  tax  to  be  assessed  as  part  of  the  personal 
property  of  the  owners  of  the  shares  of  the  bank.  It  does  not 
authorize  the  taxation  of  the  stock  of  a  bank  in  solido  by  the  city 
in  which  it  does  business ;  but  only  the  shares  of  individual  own- 
ers residing  in  the  city  are  taxable,  and  they  must  be  taxed  sep- 
arately, in  order  that  the  owner  may  deduct  from  their  value  the 
amount  of  his  personal  indebtedness,  i  where  the  State  laws  or 
municipal  ordinances  permit  such  deductions,  and  require  equality 

'BBank  v.  Hungate   (1894),  62  TsLeoti    Nat.    Bank    v.    Fisher 

Fed.  548.  (1891),  45  Kan.  726,  76  Pac.  4^2. 

70  First    Nat.     Bank    v.    Krelg  so  Hughes,  J.,  in  First  Nat.  Bank 

(1893),  21  Nev.  404,  32  Pac.  641.  v.   City   of  Richmond    (1889),   39 

7T  Bank  of  Bramwell  v.  Mercer  Fed.  Rep.  309. 

County  (1892),  36  "W.  Va.  341.  si  Hughes,  J.,  in  First  Nat.  Bank 

78  City  of  New  York  v.  McLean  v.   City   of  Richmond    (1889),   39 

(1902),  170  N.  Y.  374.  Fed.  Rep.  309. 
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of  taxation.'^'  By  an  act  of  its  legislature  in  1890,  Virginia  at- 
tempted to  legalize  the  taxes  levied  upon  the  assessments,  but  the 
Federal  court  declared  the  act  void  and  the  assessments  made  un- 
der it.*'  Assessment  of  tax  on  national  bank  stock  is  illegal  where 
it  is  assessed  at  two-thirds  its  actual  value,  while  other  personal 
property  is  assessed  at  only  half  its  value.**  Where  it  pays  the 
tax,  the  bank  itself  may  bring  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  illegal 
tax  upon  its  shareholders.*"  Only  the  real  estate  of  national 
banks  is  taxable  by  the  State.  Its  stock  is  not  taxable  under 
the  federal  law,  but  it  is  liable  to  pay  a  tax  on  its  stock  voluntarily 
rendered  for  taxation.*"^  A  State  may  levy  a  tax  on  the  shares 
of  stock  held  by  stockholders  of  a  national  bank,  and  require 
the  bank  to  pay  the  tax.  The  shares  of  any  non-resident  owner 
are  taxable  in  the  city  or  town  where  the  bank  is  located.*'*^ 

U.  S.  319,  and  Whitbeck  v.  Bank, 
127  U.  S.  193.  In  dealing  with  the 
subject  I  have  also  considered  the 
decisions  of  the  same  court  in 
Van  Allen  v.  Assessors,  3  Wall. 
573;  People  v.  Commissioners,  4 
Wall.  244;  Bank  v.  Commission- 
ers, 9  Wall.  353;  Bank  v.  New 
York,  121  U.  S.  138;  Lionberger 
V.  Rouse,  9  Wall.  475;  Waite  v. 
Dowley,  ,94  U.  S.  533;  Supervis- 
ors V.  Stanley,  105  U.  S.  311;  Bank 
v.  Kimball,  103  U.  S.  733;  Pelton 
V.  Bank,  101  U.  S.  143;  Cummings 
V.  Bank,  101  XJ.  S.  153;  Bank  v. 
Davenport,  123  U.  S.  83,  and  Peo- 
ple V.  Weaver,  100  U.  S.  539.  The 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  as  a 
court  of  chancery,  to  entertain  this 
bill,  I  have  thought  too  plain  to 
need  discussion." 

83  National  Bank  v.  City  of 
Richmond  (1890)',  42  Fed.  Rep. 
877,  construing  Va.  Act  of  Jan.  27, 
1890. 

s*  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lindsay 
'(1891),  45  Fed.  619. 

85  Whitney  Nat.  Bank  v.  Parker 
(1890),  41  Fed.  402;  Bank  v.  Co- 
lumbia County  (1900),  23  Wash. 
441;  Lindsay  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
(1895),  156  tr.  S.  485. 

S5a  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  City  of 
Lampasas  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1903), 
78  S.  W.  42;  U.  S.  Rev.  St.,  §  5219. 

85b  Rev.  St.  U.  S.,  §  5210;  Com- 


82  First  National  Bank  v.  City 
of  Richmond  (1889),  39  Fed. 
Rep.  309,  where  Hughes,  J.,  con- 
tinued: "To  assess  the  tax  as  if 
against  the  bank  in  solido,  on 
a  value  made  up  of  the  whole 
amount  of  the  bank's  capital  and 
surplus  fund,  without  deduction 
for  non-taxable  securities,  con- 
stituting nearly  half  the  bank's 
capital;  to  require  this  tax  to  fall 
upon  the  whole  body  of  the  bank's 
shareholders,  wherever  resident, 
whether  in  Richmond  or  "Virginia, 
-and  to  give  no  shareholder  the 
privilege  of  deducting  the  amount 
of  his  debts  from  that  of  secur- 
ities due  him  in  determining  the 
net  value  of  his  estate — these  feat- 
ures of  the  tax  complained  of  by 
the  bill  under  consideration  all 
seem  to  me  to  condemn  it  as  con- 
trary alike  to  national,  State  and 
municipal  law,  and  as  discriminat- 
ing against  the  owners  of  national 
bank  shares  in  favor  of  other 
moneye'd  capitalists,  in  a  manner 
obnoxious  to  the  policy  of  congress 
in  regard  to  the  national  banks,' 
and  seriously  discouraging  to  in- 
vestments in  national  bank  shares. 
I  will  sign  a  decree  of  perpetual 
injunction,  this  ruling  being 
founded  on  the  decisions  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  cases  of  Hills  v.  Bank,  105 
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§  526b.  Taxation  of  banks  and  savings  banks.  Who  are 
bankers. — One  whose  business  is  buying  and  selling  stocks  for 
his  customers,  and  who  employs  capital  in  his  business,  and  has 
a  regular  place  for  transacting  it,  is  a  "banker,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  federal  statute  which  provides  that  every  person  having 
a  place  of  business  where  money  is  advanced  or  lent  on  stock, 
bonds,  etc.,  or  where  stocks,  bonds,  etc.,  are  received  for  discount 
or  for  sale,  shall  be  regarded  as  a  banker.*"  But  it  has  been  de- 
cided that  corporations  whose  business  is  to  invest  their  own 
capital,  and  not  that  of  others,  in  bonds  secured  by  mortgage  up- 
on real  estate,  and  to  negotiate,  sell,  and  guaranty  those  bonds, 
are  not  banks  or  bankers,  within  the  meaning  of  this  act;  and 
that  congress  did  not  intend  that  a  person  or  corporation  selling 
its  own  property,  not  that  received  from  other  owners  for  sale. 


monwealtli  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank 
(Ky.  1904),  80  S.  W.  158. 

86  Richmond  v.  Blake  (1890), 
132  U.  S.  592;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.  J.  194,  construing  U.  S.  Rev. 
Stat.  §§  3407  and  3408,  and  say- 
ing: "This  language  embraces  the 
present  case.  The  plaintiff  was 
not  a  broker  who,  without  em- 
ploying capital  of  his  own,  simply 
negotiated  purchases  and  sales  of 
stocks  for  others,  receiving  only 
the  usual  commissions  for  ser- 
vices of  that  character.  In  his 
business  of  buying  and  selling 
stocks  for  others,  he  regularly  em- 
ployed capital,  by  the  use  of  which 
interest  was  earned  upon  moneys 
advanced  by  him  for  his  custom- 
ers substantially  as  it  would  be 
earned  by  a  bank  upon  money 
loaned  to  its  customers.  In  the 
parlance  of  the  stock  exchange  he 
might  be  called  a  'stock-broker;' 
yet  here  were  all  the  conditions 
which  under  the  statute  made  the 
case  of  a  banker  whose  capital 
employed  in  his  business  was  lia- 
ble to  a  tax  of  one  twenty-fourth 
of  one  per  centum  each  month." 
Field  &  Miller,  JJ.,  dissenting.  In 
Warren  v.  Shook,  91  U.  S.  704,  the 
question  was  whether  a  firm,  hold- 
ing a  special  license  as   bankers. 


was  liable  to  the  tax  imposed  by 
U.  S.  Act  of  June  30,  1864,  §  99. 
That  statute  imposed  a  tax  of  one- 
twentieth  of  one  per  centum  upon 
the  par  value  of  stock  and  bonds 
sold  by  "brokers  and  bankers  do- 
ing business  as  brokers."  It  was 
held  that  congress  intended  to  im- 
pose the  duty  prescribed  by  section 
99  upon  bankers  doing  business 
as  brokers,  although  a  person, 
firm  or  company,  having  a  license 
as  a  banker,  might  be  exempted 
by  subdivision  9  of  section  79  of 
the  Act  of  1864,  as  amended  by 
the  Act  of  March  3,  1865,  from 
paying  the  special  tax  imposed 
upon  brokers.  See  generally  on 
taxation  of  banks:  Taxation  of 
State  Banks  (Boston,  1865),  by 
W.  B.  Stevens;  "Bank  Taxation," 
by  Samuel  T.  Spear,  21  Alb.  L.  J. 
427;  "Report  of  the  Committee  of 
Bank  Officers  of  the  City  of  New 
York  in  relation  to  Bank  Taxa- 
tion" (New  York,  1875) ;  "Reports 
of  the  American  Bankers'  Asso- 
ciation upon  Bank  Taxation" 
(New  York,  1875-1889);  "Taxa- 
tion of  Bank  Stock"  (Albany, 
1822),  being  a  speech  by  S.  M. 
Hopkins;  "Taxation  of  Banks  by 
the  State  of  New  York"  (New 
York,  1880),  Thomas  J.  Hallhouse. 
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should  be  classed  as  a  banker  or  bank  for  the  purposes  of  taxa- 
tion.*' 

Savings  banks. — The  reserved  profits  of  a  savings  bank,  whose 
charter  empowers  the  directors  by  majority  vote  to  "divide  the 
whole  property  among  the  depositors  in  proportion  to  their  res- 
pective interests  therein,"  belong  to  the  depositors,  and  can  not 
be  taxed  as  the  property  of  the  bankj'*  Under  the  Michigan  tax 
law,  providing  that,  except  as  to  real  estate,  all  taxation  of  State 
banks  shall  be  against  the  shareholders,  a  savings  bank  is  not 
liable  to  taxation,  as  a  corporation,  upon  its  bank  fixtures  and 
surplus  of  property  beyond  its  nominal  capital  stock,  where  its 
shareholders  have  been  taxed  upon  their  shares.*'  Under  the 
Massachusetts  act,  providing  for  a  tax  upon  savings  banks  of  a 
percentage  to  be  paid  semi-annually,  on  the  average  amount  of 
deposits  for  the  six  months  preceding,  the  tax  is  to  be  computed 
on  the  amount  deposited,  together  with  the  interest  and  dividend 
accruing  and  payable  to  depositors,  and  does  not  include  the 
guaranty  fund  of  the  bank,  nor  the  undivided  profits.'" 

to  him  as  evidences  of  debt,  though 
he  may  sell  them  afterwards.  No- 
body would  understand  that  to  be 
banking  business.  But  when  a  cor- 
poration or  natural  person  receives 
from  another  person,  for  discount, 
bills  of  exchange  or  promissory 
notes  belonging  to  that  other,  he 
is  acting  as  a  banker;  and  when  a 
customer  brings  bonds,  bullion,  or 
stocks  for  sale,  and  they  are  re- 
ceived for  the  purpose  for  which 
they  are  brought,  that  is,  to  be 
sold,  the  case  is  presented  which 
we  think  was  contemplated  by  the 
statute.  In  common  understand- 
ing, he  who  receives  goods  for 
sale  is  one  who  receives  them  as 
agent  for  a  principal,  who  is  the 
owner.  He  is  not  one  who  buys 
and  sells  on  his  own  account." 

88  Mechanics'  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Granger  (R.  I.  1890),  20  Atl.  Rep. 
202;  "Objections  to  the  Taxation 
of  Savings  Banks"  (N.  Y.  1880), 
by  "W.  G.  Abbott. 

89  Lenawee  Co.  Sav.  Bank  v. 
City  of  Adrian  (1887),  66  Mich. 
273. 

90  Suffolk  Sav.  Bank  v.  Com- 
monwealth (1889),  151  Mass.  103, 


87  Selden  v.  Trust  Co.,  94  U.  S. 
419.  The  court  in  this  case  re- 
ferred to  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  §  3407, 
as  describing  three  distinct  classes 
of  artificial  and  natural  persons, 
distinguished  by  the  nature  of 
their  business:  First,  those  who 
liave  a  place  of  business  where 
credits  are  opened  by  the  deposit 
■or  collection  of  money  or  currency 
subject  to  be  paid  or  remitted 
upon  draft,  check,  or  order;  sec- 
ond, those  having  a  place  of  busi- 
ness where  money  is  advanced  or 
lent  on  stocks,  bonds,  bullion,  bills 
•of  exchange,  or  promissory  notes; 
third,  those  having  a  place  of  bus- 
iness where  stocks,  bonds,  bullion, 
bills  of  exchange,  or  promissory 
notes  are  received  for  discount  or 
for  sale.  In  respect  to  the  third 
class  it  was  said:  "The  language 
■of  the  statute  is,  'where'  such 
property  is  'received'  'for  discount 
or  for  sale.'  The  use  of  the  word 
'received'  is  significant.  In  no 
proper  sense  can  it  be  understood 
that  one  receives  his  own  stocks 
and  bonds  or  bills  or  notes  for 
discount  or  for  sale.  He  receives 
the  bonds,  bills  or  notes  belonging 
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§  527.  Income  tax. — An  income  tax  though  leviable  by  the 
State,  cannot  be  levied  by  the  federal  government."' 

§  528.  Inheritance  tax. — A  new  and  fruitful  source  of  rev- 
enue to  the  States  is  tax  upon  inheritance.'^  >  Upon  the  New  York 
law  there  have  been  the  most  numerous  decisions.  The  tax 
there  applies  to  stock  in  domestic  corporations,  though  held 
abroad  by  non-residents,  but  not  to  bonds  so  held  by  non-resi- 
dents."^ A  non-resident's  certificate  of  stock  in  foreign  corpora- 
tions, though  in  New  York,  are  not  subject  to  tax  there."*  Stock 
sold  in  payment  for  an  annuity  is  not  subject  to  inheritance  tax."* 
Collateral  inheritance  tax  is  a  lien  upon  stock  owned  by  a  citizen 
of  any  other  State,  in  a  New  York  corporation."" 

§  529.  Taxation  of  foreign  corporations.  The  power  to  tax. 
— When  a  foreign  corporation  goes  into  a  State  and  engages  in 
business  there,  undoubtedly  it  does  so  subject  to  the  general  policy 
and  the  course  of  legislation  in  the  State."^  It  can  exercise  its 
franchises  there  only  so  far  as  it  may  be  permitted  by  the  local 
sovereign.  The  right  rests  wholly  upon  the  comity  of  States."* 
A  State  may  tax  foreign  corporations  on  the  same  basis  as  do- 
mestic corporations,  to  the  extent  they  do  business  within  its 

construing  Mass.  Pub.  Stat.,  ch.  13,  Regard  to  Taxing  Foreign  Corpo- 

§  20.           ,  rations"    (Boston,    1877),   by   Ed- 

91  Pollock  V.  Farmers',  etc.  Co.  ward     Atkinson;     "Taxation     of 

(1895),   158  IT.   S.   601,   157  TJ.   S.  Bonds  or  Stock  of  Foreign  States, 

429.  Municipalities    and    Corporation," 

^2 In   re   Coxe's    Estate    (1899),  18  Am.  L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  1;  "Taxa- 

193  Pa.  St.  100,  44  Atl.  256;   Ma-  tion  of   Shares   of   Stock  in  For- 

goun  V.  Illinois,  etc.  Bank  (1898),  eign    Corporations,"    monographic 

170  TJ.  S.  283.  note  by  A.  J.  Marvin,  19  Am.  L. 

ssin    re    Bronson     (1896),    150  Reg.  (N.  S.)  774. 

N.  Y.  1,  34  L.  R.  A.  238,  55  Am.  ss  Paul  v.  Virginia,  8  "Wall.  181. 

St.    Rep.    632;    Matter    of    Fitch  Unless  the  validity  of  N.  J.  Act 

(1899),  160  N.  Y.  87,  54  N.  E.  701.  of  April  18,  1884,  for  taxing  corpo- 

'liln  re  Whiting  (1896),  150  N.  rations,  is  successfully  assailed  on 

Y.    27;    In  re  James    (1894),   144  constitutional  grounds,  a  tax  im- 

N.  Y.  6.  posed  under  color  of  it,  and  not 

as  Matter    of    Edgerton    (1898),  stayed  In  Its  collection  by  pending 
35  N.  Y.  App.  DIv.  125.  proceedings     In     certiorari,     pre- 
ss Matter    of    Fitch    (1899),    39  sents  a  proper  case  for  the  grant- 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  609.  Ing  of  an  injunction  against  the 

«^  Runyan  v.  Coster,  14  Pet.  122,  corporation   doing   business   until 

cited  in  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  the   tax   is   paid   as   provided   by 

Co.  V.  Commonwealth  (1889),  129  the  act.     Standard  Under-Ground 

Pa.   St.  463;    s.   c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  Cable     Co.     v.     Attorney-General 

L.   J.   14.     See  generally:    "Argu-  (N.  J.  1890),  19  Atl.  Rep.  733. 
ment  for  a  Change  in  the  Law  In 
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limits,"'  except  upon  sales  by  sample.^  It  is  not  entitled  to  de- 
duction for  its  debts.''  The  payment  of  license  tax,  required  by 
the  New  York  statute,  of  foreign  corporations,  as  condition  to 
doing  business  in  that  State,  is  constitutional.'  A  State  may 
exclude  foreign  corporations,  or  may  impose  any  condition  upon 
their  doing  business  in  the  State,  unless  they  are  engaged  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  are  employed  by  the  govern- 
ment.* A  corporation  of  one  State  can  not  do  business  in  an- 
other without  the  latter's  consent,  express  or  impUed;  and  the 
consent  may  be  accompanied  with  such  conditions  as  the  latter 
may  think  proper  to  impose."  These  conditions  will  be  valid 
and  effecttial,  provided  they  are  not  repugnant  to  the  constitution 
or  laws  of  the  United  States,  inconsistent  with  the  jurisdictional 
authoritv  of  the  State,  or  in  conflict  with  the  rule  which  forbids 
condemnation  without  opportunity  for  defense."  A  foreign  cor- 
poration can  not  invoke  the  provision  of  the  federal  constitution 
that  "citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled  to  all  privileges  and 
immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  States,"  against  l^islation 
requiring  it  to  pay  a  license  for  the  privilege  of  keeping  an  office 
within  the  State,  corporations  not  being  "citizens"  within  the 
meaning  of  that  clause.'^  ,  ' 

Neither  can  it  invoke  the  fourteenth  amendment,  providing 
that  "no  State  shall  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  its.  laws," — against  legislation  requiring  the 
payment  of  a  license  for  the  privilege  of  keeping  an  office  there- 
in.' And  a  tax  upon  the  franchise  of  all  corporations  doing 
business  within  the  State,  can  not  be  evaded  by  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion on  the  ground  that,  as  applied  to  foreign  corporations,  the 
tax  is  an  unconstitutional  interference  with  interstate  commerce." 

99  Horn  Silver,  etc.  Co.  v.  New  sylvania,  125  U.  S.  181;  New  York 

York  (1892),  143  V.  S.  305.  L.   E.   &  "W.   R.   Co.   v.   Common- 

1  People  V.  Wemple  (1892),  133  wealth  (1889),  129  Pa.  St.  463; 
N.  Y.  323.  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L,.  J.  14. 

2  People  V.  Barker,  141  N.  Y.  118,  i  Pembina  Consolidated  Sliver 
35  N.  E.  1073.  Min.  &  Milling  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 

3  New    York    State    v.    Roberts  (1888),  125  U.  S.  181. 

(1898),  171  U.  S.  658.  spembina    Consolidated    Silver 

*  Pembina  Min.  Co.  v.  Pennsyl-  Min.  &  Milling  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 

vania  (1888),  125  II.  S.  181.  (1888),  125  U.  S.  181. 

«  St.  Clair  v.  Cox,  106  U.  S.  350.  »  People  v.  Wemple   (1890),  117 

6  Insurance    Co.    v.    French,    18  N.  Y.  136,  construing  N.  Y.  Laws 

How.  404;  Doyle  v.  Insurance  Co.,  of  1880,  ch.  542,  §  3,  as  amended 

94  U.  S.  535;  Milling  Co.  v.  Penn-  by  Laws  of  1881,  ch.  361. 
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A  tax  upon  the  gross  receipts  of  foreign  companies  is  void  only 
as  to  that  part  of  their  receipts  derived  from  interstate  com- 
merce.^" The  legislature,  in  levying  a  tax  upon  the  gross  receipts 
■of  the  business  conducted  in  the  State  by  a  foreign  corporation, 
may  require  it  to  be  paid  by  the  resident  agent,  and  this  liability, 
on  default  by  him,  may  be  enforced  by  action.^^  A  company  in- 
corporated by  an  act  of  congress  is  not  a  foreign  corporation 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Pennsylvania  revenue  act;  and,  al- 
though it  does  business  in  that  State,  is  not,  therefore,  obliged 
to  take  out  the  license  and  to  pay  the  tax  provided  for  by  the 
act.^-  The  proviso  in  that  act,  that,  if  a  majority  of  the  stock  of 
a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  that  State  be  owned  or 
controlled  by  a  corporation  of  the  State,  it  shall  not  be  obliged 
to  take  out  a  license  and  pay  a  privilege  tax,  is  conslyued  as 
referring  to  a  majority  of  the  stock  actually  issued  by  the  foreign 
corporation,  and  not  to  a  majority  of  the  total  amount  of  stock 
which  it  is  by  the  terms  of  its  charter  authorized  to  issue.^''  Un- 
der, the  statutes  regulating  taxation  in  Michigan,^*  taxes  can  not 
"be  imposed  on  a  foreign  railway  company,  made  by  the  consolid- 
ation of  lines  partly  within  and  partly  without  the  State,  as 
though  it  derived  its  powers  from  the  laws  of  the  State.^^ 
A  legacy  to  a  foreign  college  is  subject  to  the  New  York  collateral 
inheritance  tax,  providing  that  all  property  which  shall  pass  by 
will  from  any  person  who  may  die  seized  or  possessed  thereof, 
while  a  resident  of  that  State,  to  any  body,  politic  or  corporate, 
other  than  to  the  societies,  corporations,  or  institutions  now  ex- 
empted by  law  from  taxation,  shall  be  subject  to  a  tax  of  five  dol- 
lars on  every  hundred.^* 

10  Ratterman  v.  Western  Union  §  4.  In  another  case,  construing 
Tel.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  411.  Vide  infra,  the  same  act,  a  testator  died,  leav- 
f  536.  ing  legacies  to  a   church,  a  mis- 

11  State  V.  Sloss  (1888),  87  Ala.  sionary  society  incorporated  in 
119.  New  York,  and  a  foreign  corpora- 

12  Commonwealth  v.  Texas  &  Pa-  tion.  In  a  controversy  to  deter- 
cific  R.  Co.,  98  Pa.  St.  90,  constru-  mine  the  rights  of  the  three  cor- 
liag  Pa.  Act  of  June  7,  1879.  porations     to    take    the    legacies 

13  Commonwealth  v.  Texas  &  Pa-  free  from  the  collateral  tax,  it 
cific  R.  Co.,  98  Pa.  St.  90.  was  held  that,  since  a  church  is 

1*  Mich.  Tax  Law  of  1882.  exempt  only  as  to  its  buildings, 

15  Chicago  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Au-  lots,  and  furniture,  under  2  N.  Y. 

ditor-General  (1886),  53  Mich.  79.  Rev.    Stat.,    §    4,    and    both    the 

18  In     re      McCoskey's      Estate  church    and    the    missionary    so- 

(1888),  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  782,  constru-  ciety   fall   outside   of  the   exemp- 

ing  N.  Y.  Laws  of  .1887,  ch.  713,  tions    of    subd.    6    of    "all    stock 
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Secufities  deposited  in  the  State  by  a  foreign  corporation  as 
security  for  performance  of  its  obligations  within  the  State  are 
subject  to  taxation  under  the  statute  making  subject  to  assess- 
ment all  property  whether  owner  by  persons  or  corporations.^'^- 

Taxation  of  a  foreign  insurance  company  doing  business  in 
the  State,  based  upon  its  premium  receipts  in  the  State,  is  a  tax: 
on  its  franchise  as  distinguished  from  tax  on  its  property,  and 
does  not  affect  its  right  to  tax  any  property  of  the  corporation, 
having  a  situs  in  the  State  for  taxation  purposes.^*^ 

Taxation  of  personal  property  of  a  foreign  corporation  in  the 
State  of  its  domicile  does  not  preclude  its  taxation  in  another 
State,  which  has  acquired  jurisdiction  over  it  for  purposes  of 
taxation.^'" 

Where  the  statute  makes  taxable  all  property  real  and  personal 
within  the  State,  the  municipal  bonds,  deposited  by  a  corporation 
with  the  State  superintendent  of  insurance  for  the  protection  of 
domestic  policy  holders,  are  taxable.^''^ 

§  530-  (a)  "Doing  business"  by  corporation,  construed. — ^Un- 
der statutes  imposing  a  tax  upon  foreign  corporations  doing  busi- 
ness within  the  State,  questions  have  arisen  as  to  what  constitutes 
doing  business.^^  A  pipe  line  company  organized  in  another 
State,  whose  line  extends  across  a  part  of  New  Jersey,  is  held 
to  be  within  the  act  imposing  a  license  tax  upon  all  corporations 
doing  business  in  that  State.^'  A  New  York  railway  company 
which,  to  avoid  certain  engineering  difficulties,  constructed  a 
small  portion  of  its  road  through  Pennsylvania,  is  held  to  be  sub- 
owned  by  the  state,  or  by  literary  lec  State  v.  Fidelity,  etc.  Co> 
or  charitable  institutions,"  and  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1904),  80  S.  W. 
subd.  7,  of  "the  personal  estate  of      544. 

every   incorporated    company   not  isd  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Halli- 

made  liable  to  taxation  on  its  cap-      day    (Ohio,    1903),    126    Fed.    25T 
ital,"  they  are  subject  to  the  tax       (U.  S.,  C.  C.  A.), 
on  their  bequests;  that  the  foreign  i7  Pa.  Act  of  June  30,  1885,  §  4; 

corporation,  although  exempt  from  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1880,  eh.  542,  §  3 ; 
taxation  by  its  charter,  is  not  ex-  Revision  of  N.  J.  Supp.,  p.  1016,. 
empted  by  the  statute,  and  is  sub-      par.  156. 

ject  to   its  provisions.     Catlin  v.  is  state  v.  Berry  (1890),  52  N.  J. 

St.  Paul's  Church  (1888),  1  N.  Y.  Law,  393,  19  Atl.  Rep.  665,  con- 
Supp.  808.  struing  Revision  of  N.   J.   Supp., 

lea  State  v.  Fidelity,  etc.  Co.  p.  1016,  par.  156,  and  holding  fur- 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  1904),  80  S.  W.  ther  that  the  company  is  also  sub- 
544.  ■  ject  to   be   taxed   for   real   estate 

16b  Western,  etc.  Co.  v.  Halliday  owned  by  it  in  the  state  in  the 
(Ohio,  1903),  127  Fed.  830  (U.  S.,  township  where  it  is  located, 
C.  C.  A.)  under  the  general  tax  law. 
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ject  to  taxation  there  like  other  companies  doing  business  within 
the  State ;  and  this,  although  it  pays  a  privilege  tax  also  for  the' 
right  to  construct  its  road  through  her  territory.^'  It  has  been 
held  that  although  an  occasional  business  transaction  in  New 
York,  maintaining  an  office  where  meetings  of  the  directors  are 
held,  transfer-books  kept,  dividends  declared  and  paid,  and  other 
business  merely  incidental  to  the  regular  business  of  a  corpora- 
tion is  done,  may  not  bring  the  corporation  within  the  statute  of 
that  State  imposing  a  tax  upon  corporations  organized  under  the 
laws  of  other  States  and  doing  business  in  New  York;  yet  that, 
when  all  these  things  are  done,  and,  besides,  its  president,  sec- 
retary and  treasurer  have  their,  offices  there,  its  silver  bullion  is 
all  sold  there,  and  the  proceeds  there  received,  some  of  the  pro- 
ceeds lent  and  some  used  in  the  State,  such  a  substantial  portion 
of  the  business  is  done  as  brings  the  corporation  within  the 
act.^o 

§  531.  (b)  Taxation  of  movable  property  of  foreign  corpora- 
tion.— Movable  property  of  a  corporation  in  use  in  other 
States  is  taxable  only  in  the  State  of  the  company's  domicile.^^ 
Thus,  rolling-stock  used  by  a  railway  company  in  operating  a 
leased  road  in  another  State  is  taxable  not  in  the  latter  State  but 
in  the  State  in  which  the  company  is  domiciled.^^  And  that  por- 
tion of  the  stock  of  a  Pennsylvania  corporation  represented  by 

19  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  eign  corporations  (except  national 
V.  Commonwealth  (1889),  129  Pa.  banks),  and  their  value."  Sec- 
St.  463;  s.  0.  7  Ry.  &.Corp.  L.  J.  14.  tion  2  provides  that,  for  the  pur- 

20  People  v.  Horn  Silver  Min.  Co.  pose  of  taxation,  personal  prop- 
(1887),  105  N.  Y.  76,  construing  erty  "shall  include  all  goods  and 
N.  Y.  Laws  of  1880,  ch.  542,  §  3.  chattels    within     the    state;     all 

21  Mich.  Sess.  Laws  1885,  No.  ships,  boats  and  vessels  belonging 
153,  §  2,  provides  that  shares  in  to  inhabitants  of  this  state;"  and 
certain  foreign  corporations  owned  that  the  personal  property  of  a 
by  inhabitants  of  that  state  shall  non-resident  cannot  be  taxed  un- 
be  taxed.  "Shares  in  corpora-  less  it  has  an  actual  situs  in  the 
tions,  the  property  of  which  is  state.  Plaintiff  was  taxed  on  stoclt 
taxable  to  itself,  shall  not  be  as-  in  a  foreign  corporation,  whose 
sessed  to  the  shareholders."  Sec-  boats  lying  in  the  same  state  were 
tion  4  enacts  that  all  corporate  taxed  there.  And  it  was  decided 
property,  except  when  otherwise  that,  as  the  boats  were  improperly 
provided,  shall  be  assessed  to  the  taxed,  the  stock  was  taxable 
corporation  as  to  a  natural  per-  against  plaintiff.  Graham  v. -Town- 
son,  where  its  principal  office  in  ship  of  St.  Joseph  (1888),  67 
this  state  is.    By  subdivision  2,  of  Mich.  652. 

section    13,    each    person    is    re-  22  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Allen 

quired  to  set  forth,  as  property  lia-       (1886),  22  Fed.  Rep.  376. 
ble  to  taxation,  "all  shares  in  for- 
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dredges,  tug-boat,  and  scows,  not  permanently  located  anywhere, 
and  not  registered,  but  carried  from  State  to  State  for  dredging 
purposes,  is  taxable  in  Pennsylvania,  although  the  boats  were 
built  outside  the  State,  and  have  never  been  in  it.^^ 

§  532.  (c)  Tax  discriminations. — The  property  of  railroads 
may  be  assessed  at  eighty  per  cent,  of  its  value,  where  other  prop- 
erty in  the  State  is  assessed  at  sixty  per  cent.^*  Domestic  cor- 
porations, having  their  principal  office  out  of  the  State,  may  be 
taxed  higher  than  other  corporations  having  principal  office  and 
place  of  business  in  the  State.^^  A  distinction  is  drawn  between 
sums  required  to  be  paid  by  foreign  corporations  for  the  privi- 
lege of  acting  in  a  corporate  capacity  within  the  State,  and  taxes 
discriminating  against  them  by  reason  of  their  foreign  origin.^" 
If  there  be  a  condition  imposed  by  the  State  that  corporations 
shall  pay  a  fixed  sum  for  the  privilege  before  they  shall  be 
allowed  to  do  business  at  all,  this  is  "a  condition  and  not  a  tax; 
so,  perhaps,  if  the  license  were  required  to  be  renewed  at  stated 
periods. "^^  And  it  has  been  held  that  when  the  corporation  is 
required  to  pay  a  percentage  upon  its  receipts,  and  the  payment 
is  required  to  be  secured  by  a  bond  before  the  corporation  is  al- 
lowed to  do  business  in  the  State,  this  special  requirement  distin- 
guishes it  from  ordinary  taxation  and  stamps  its  character  as 
a  license-fee.^'  But  having  paid  the  license-fee  and  thus  having 
acquired  the  privilege  of  doing  business  in  the  State,  foreign  cor- 
porations, are  entitled  to  the  protection  of  its  laws  as  fully  as 
citizens  thereof.^'  They  are  likewise  subject  to  the  same  bur- 
dens imposed  on  other  corporations.  For  the  payment  of  a  license 
fee  does  not  exempt  a  foreign  corporation  from  taxes  levied 
upon  all  corporations  doing  business  in  the  Commonwealth.'"  If, 
however,  the  statutes  of  a  State  permit  foreign  corporations  to  do 

23  Commonwealth  v.  American  28  Trustees  Exempt  Firemen's 
Dredging  Co.  (1888),  122  Pa.  St.  Fund  v.  Roome.  93  N.  Y.  325;  s.  o. 
386.  45  Am.  Rep.  217. 

24  Chamberlain  v.  Walter,  60  29  San  Francisco  v.  Liverpool, 
Fed.  788  (1894).  etc.  Ins.  Co.   (1887),  74  Cal.  113;' 

25  Blue  Jacket  v.  Scherr  CW.  Va.  s.  c.  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  425. 

1901),  40  S.  B.  514.  30  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co. 

28  San    Francisco    v.    Liverpool,  v.  Commonwealth  (1889),  129  Pa. 

etc.  Ins.  Co.   (1887),  74  Cal.  113;  St.  463;   s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 

s.  c.  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  425.  14.     In  this  case  the  New  York, 

27  San    Francisco   v.    Liverpool,  Lake    Erie    &    Western    Railroad 

etc.  Ins.  Co.   (1887),  74  Cal.  113;  Company,    a    foreign    corporation, 

s.  c.  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  425.  was  permitted  If  Pa.  Acts  of  Feb. 
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business  therein,  but  impose  on  them  conditions  which  could  not 
be  imposed  on  citizens,  the  permit  is  held  to  be  valid  while  the 
condition  is  void.'^  Accordingly,  a  State  can  not  levy  a  tax  on 
foreign  corporations  licensed  to  do  business  therein,  if  its  con- 
stitution prohibits  it  from  levying  a  like  tax  on  its  own  inhab- 
itants.^^ But  the  two  classes  of  cases,  one  of  which  is  plainly 
taxation,  and  the  other  a  sum  paid  for  a  permit,  may  be  approx- 
imated until  it  is  difficult  or  impossible  to  say  to  which  class  a 
given  case  may  belong.  These  difficulties  in  discriminating  the 
principles  underlying  different  cases  constantly  included  in  dif- 
ferent classes,  and  to  which  the  same  rule  of  decision  can  not 
be  applied,  constitute  the  perpetual  debating  grounds  of  the  law, 
and  occasion  much  of  the  confusion  of  the  decisions.'^ 

§  533-  (d)  Tax  not  to  interfere  with  interstate  railroads  and 
other  transportation  companies. — No  State  may  interfere,  by 
taxation  or  otherwise,  with  any  of  the  rights  or  powers  of  the 
national  government  over  interstate  commerce.'*  The  State  may 
tax  the  tangible  property  in  the  State,  of  a  corporation  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce  and  earnings  of  its  business,  in  the  pro- 
portion that  its  property  in  the  State  bears  to  its  whole  property. 
Levying  such  a  tax  is  not  interference  with  interstate  commerce.^^ 
A  railroad  corporation  consolidated  with  others  in  other  States, 

16,  1841,  Priv.  Laws,  28,  and  of  and  there  is  no  good  reason  -why 
March  26,  1846,  Priv.  Laws,  179,  the  company  should  not  be  held 
to  build  a  portion  of  its  road  in  subject  to  the  same  regulations  as 
the  state  on  payment  of  ten  thou-  corporations  of  our  own  state." 
sand  dollars  annually  to  the  state,  3i  San  Francisco  v.  Liverpool, 
after  its  completion.  And  it  was  etc.  Ins.  Co.  (1887),  74  Cal.  113; 
held  that  the  Act  of  June  30,  s.  c.  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  425. 
1885,  §  4,  taxing  the  indebtedness  32  San  Francisco  v.  Liverpool, 
of  corporations  doing  business  in  etc.  Ins.  Co.  (1887),  74  Cal.  113; 
the  state,  and  compelling  them  to  s.  c.  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  425.  See  fur- 
collect  that  tax,  applied  to  this  ther  as  to  the  power  of  a  state  to 
company,  and  did  not  impair  the  discriminate  against  foreign  cor- 
obligation  of  the  contract  between  porations,  the  exhaustive  note  to 
the  state  and  the  corporation,  as  Ducat  v.  Chicago,  95  Am.  Dec.  536. 
set  forth  above  in  the  private  stat-  33  Temple,  J.,  in  San  Francisco 
utes.  The  court  said  in  conclu-  v.  Liverpool,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  (1887), 
sion;  "Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  74  Cal.  113;  s.  c.  5  Am.  St.  Rep. 
the    defendant    exercises    powers  425,  429. 

and   franchises   which   it   has   re-  3*  Western    Union    Tel.    Co.    v. 

ceived    directly  from   the   legisla-  Taggart  (1896),  163  U.  S.  1. 

tion  of  Pennsylavnia;  that  a  part  35  Adams    Express   Co.    v.    Ohio 

of  its  property  is  actually  within  State  Auditor    (1897),   166   U.    S. 

the   limits   of  this   state,   and  re-  185. 
ceived  the  protection  of  our  laws; 
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and  forming  an  interstate  railroad,  may  be  taxed  on  all  the  con- 
solidated stock,  by  a  State  through  which  the  road  runs.'*  The 
license  fee  imposed  by  Pennsylvania  upon  foreign  corporations 
for  keeping  an  office  in  the  State,  is  unconstitutional  as  to  any 
such  corporation  owning  a  railroad  in  the  State,  forming  part  of 
an  interstate  railway  system.^'  When  these  companies  become 
instrumentalities  of  interstate  commerce,  the  federal  courts  have 
jurisdiction  without  regard  to  the  citizenship  of  the  parties.^' 
And  many  questions  have  arisen  in  respect  of  attempts  on  the 
part  of  the  States  to  impose  taxes  which  are  in  efifect  a  regulation 
of  interstate  commerce, — tl^us  whether  a  State  may  impose  a  tax 
upon  freight  carried  into  or  out  of  its  territory ;'°  whether  it 
may  tax  in  transitu  through  its  jurisdiction,  goods  transported 
from  one  State  to  another;*"  whether  it  may  impose  a  license  or 
,  privilege  tax  upon  foreign  companies  doing  interstate  business  ;*^ 


36 Ashley  v.  Ryan  (1894),  153 
U.  S.  436. 

37  Norfolk,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania (1890),  136  U.  S.  114. 

38  United  States  Ex.  Co.  v.  Allen 
(1889),  39  Fed.  Rep.  712;  but  hold- 
ing that  under  Act  of  Congress, 
March  3,  1887,  providing  that  no 
civil  suit  shall  be  brought  in 
either  the  district  or  circuit  court 
against  any  person  by  any  original 
process  in  any  other  district  than 
that  whereof  he  is  an  inhabitant, 
except  when  jurisdiction  is 
founded  only  on  the  fact  that  the 
action  is  between  citizens  of  dif- 
ferent states,  a  suit  to  enjoin  col- 
lection of  a  tax  on  the  ground  that 
it  violates  the  federal  constitu- 
tion, must  be  dismissed  as  to 
such  defendants  as  are  non-resi- 
dents of  the  district  in  which  it 
is  brought. 

39  State  Freight  Tax  Case,  15 
Wall.  232;  Philadelphia,  etc.  S.  S. 
Co.  V.  Pennsylvania,  122  U.  S.  326; 
Fargo  V.  Michigan,  121  U.  S.  230; 
Telegraph  Co.  v.  Texas,  105  U.  S. 
460;  Erie  Ry.  Co.  v.  New  Jersey, 
2  Vroom,  531. 

40  Fargo  v.  Michigan,  121  IT.  S. 
230;  Coe  v.  Errol,  116  U.  S.  517. 

41  United  States  Ex.  Co.  v.  Allen 
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(1889),  39  Fed.  Rep.  712;  s.  c.  7 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  45,  holding  that 
Tenn.  Act  of  March  29,  1887,  im- 
posing a  license  tax  upon  express 
companies,  is  unconstitution3,l,  as 
invading  the  exclusive  power  of 
congress  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce,  as  against  an  express 
company  engaged  in  interstate 
transportation;  and  that  Tenn. 
Act  of  April  8,  1889,  providing 
that  a  tax  shall  be  paid  for  trans- 
portating  one  or  more  packages 
between  .points  within  the  state, 
the  amount  being  regulated  by 
the  length  of  the  company's  lines, 
is,  in  effect,  a  tax  on  interstate 
business,  and  is  unconstitutional; 
citing  and  quoting  Leloup  v.  Mo- 
bile, 127  U.  S.  645;  "Ordinary  oc- 
cupations are  taxed  in  various 
ways,  and  in  most  cases  legiti- 
mately taxed;  but  we  fail  to  see 
how  a  state  can  tax  a  business  oc- 
cupation when  it  cannot  tax  the 
business  itself.  Of  course,  the  ex- 
action .of  a  license  tax  as  a  condi- 
tion of  doing  any  particular  busi- 
ness is  a  tax  on  the  occupation; 
and  the  tax  on  the  occupation  of 
doing  a  business  is  surely  a  tax  on 
the  business." 
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whether  it  may  tax  the  gross  receipts  of  foreign  companies  de- 
rived in  part  from  interstate  traffic;*"  and  each  of  these  questions 
has  been  decided  in  the  negative.  In  short,  no  State  has  the 
right  to  lay  a  tax  on  interstate  commerce  in  any  form,  whether 
by  way  of  duties  laid  on  the  transportation  of  the  subjects  of  that 
commerce,  or  on  the  receipts  derived  from  that  transportation, 
or  on  the  occupation  or  business  of  carrying  it  on,  and  the  reason 
is  that  such  taxation  is  a  burden  on  that  commerce  and  amounts 
to  a  regulation  of  it,  which  belongs  solely  to  congress.*^  But 
a  distinction  is  made  between  taxing  the  gross  receipts  of  foreign 
companies,  and  domestic;  and  it  is  held  that  the  State  may  im- 
pose a  tax  of  that  kind  upon  its  own  railways^  even  though  the 
receipts  be  partly  derived  from  interstate  traffic.**  And  the  same 
rule  is  applied  to  a  franchise  tax  proportioned  to  the  capital  stock 
and  dividends  of  companies  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  imposing  it,  even  though  they  be  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce.*'  A  foreign  interstate  railroad  is  liable  under  statute 
for  franchise  tax  upon  its  capital  stock,  in  the  proposition  that  its 
mileage  operated,  or  leased  or  owned  in  the  State,  bears  to  the 
total  mileage  of  its  entire  system.*'^  An  elevator,  controlled  by 
a  railroad,  at  the  water's  edge,  for  delivery  of  its  extensive 
traffic  in  grain  for  water  transportation,  and  without  any  purpose 
of  conducting  a  storage  business,  or  realizing  profit  from  the 
operation  of  the  elevator,  was  held  to  be  necessarily  used  in 
the  operation  of  the  railroad  and  entitled  to  the  exemption  from 

42  Of.  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Texas,  sought  to  he  enforced  Is  neither  in 
105  U.  S.  460.            ■  form  nor  substance  obnoxious  to 

43  Leloup  V.  Port  of  Mobile,  127  any  provision  of  the  federal  con- 
U.  S.  640,  648.  st.itution.     It  interferes  in  no  re- 

ii  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  spect  with  commerce  with  foreign 
Maryland,  21  Wall.  456;  Minot  v.  nations  or  among  the  several 
Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  states.  It  Is  confined  to  capital 
(1873),  18  Wall.  206;  State  employed  In  this  state  by  an  en- 
Freight  Tax  Case,  15  Wall.  232.  tity  existing  under  its  laws,  and 
Cf.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Maryland,  21  the  manner  in  which  its  value 
Wall.  456,  where  a  charter  stipu-  shall  be  assessed  and  the  rate  of 
lation  that  the  railway  should  pay  taxation  are  matters  of  legislative 
a  part  of  its  earnings  as  a  bonus  discretion.  In  no  aspect  does  it 
to  the  state,  was  considered  differ-  profess  'to  regulate  commerce,' 
ent  in  principle  from  a  tax  and  nor  in  any  proper  sense  has  the 
not  unconstitutional.  legislation  in  question  that  effect." 

«  People  v.  Wemple  (1889),  117  loa  Jefferson  County  v.  Board  of 

N.  y.  136;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  Valuation,     etc.     (Ky.    1903),    78 

127,  where  Danforth,  J.,  said:  "We  S.  W.  4:43. 
are  also  of  opinion  that  the  tax 
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taxation  provided  by  statute  for  property  necessarily  used  in  the 
operation'  of  tiie  railroad.*^^ 

§  534-  (e)  Tax  of  sleeping  and  parlor  car  companies. — The 

capital  stock  of  a  foreign  sleeping  car  company  running  its  cars 
through  the  State,  is  subject  to  a  tax  in  such  proportion  of  capital 
stock  as  number  of  miles  run  in  the  State,  bear  to  the  whole  number 
of  miles  run  by  the  sleeping  cars  in  all  the  States.^^  Sleeping  cars 
operated  only  within  the  State,  may  be  taxed  as  a  privilege.*' 
Sleeping  and  parlor  cars,  being  usually  owned  by  corporations 
distinct  from  the  railway  companies  over  whose  lines  they  are 
run,  and  these  corporations  having  extensive  business  in  many 
States,  the  question  of  their  taxation  becomes  one  of  the  taxing 
of  interstate  commerce.  Thus,  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
State  of  Texas  to  impose'  a  privilege  tax  upon  every  sleeping  car 
not  owned  by  the  railway  companies,  run  over  their  lines  in  the 
State,  has  been  declared  to  be  a  regulation  of  interstate  commerce 
and  unconstitutional.**  But  where  sleeping  cars  are  run  wholly 
within  a  State,  the  business  may  be  taxed  as  a  privilege.*"  For 
every  State,  exercising  the  sovereign  power  of  taxation,  may  tax 
all  articles  of  property  found  within  its  borders,  and  all  business 
carried  on  there,  whether  owned  and  done  by  its  own  citizens  or 
foreigners.  The  protection  given  while  within  the  State,  is  the 
consideration  received  for  the  contribution  by  taxation  to  the  ex- 
chequer of  the  power  that  protects,  and  the  fact  that  the  same 
property  or  business  may  be  taxed  by  the  home  power  of  the 
foreigner, — because  of  its  authority  over  him  and  his  property 

*5b  Chicago,     etc.     v.     Douglas  that  so  far  as  the  federal  author- 
County    (Wis.    1904),    90    N.    W.  ity   is   concerned,    that   power   of 
1030.  taxation  is  plenary.    The  authori- 
se Pullman  Car  Co.  v.  Pennsyl-  ties  need  not  he  cited  here,  since 
vania  (1891),  141  U.  S.  18.  it  is  not  necessary  to  support  the 
«  Gibson    County    v.    Pullman,  concessipn  made  to  the  plaintiff  on 
etc.  Co.  (1890),  42  Fed.  572.  that  point,  and  the  cases  in  the 
■  48  Pickard  v.  Pullman  Southern  supreme  court  upon  the  subject  of 
Car  Co.,  117  U.  S.  34.  taxation,  in  its  relation  to  inter- 
ns Gibson    County     v.    Pullman  state  commerce,  are  far  too  numer- 
Southern  Car  Co.   (1890),  42  Fed.  ous  and  well  known  to  require  any 
Rep.  572;  s.  c.  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  especial    application    of    them    to 
263,    where    the    court    said:    "It  this  case.    The  very  latest  of  them 
must  be  conceded  that  the  state  of  cites  the  others,  and  fully  estab- 
Tennessee  had  the  right  to  tax  the  lishes  this  ruling.    Western  Union 
two  sleeping-cars  engaged  in  busi-  Tel.  Co.  v.  Alabama  State  Board, 
ness  between  Nashville  and  Mem-  132  U.  S.  472." 
phis,  wholly  within  the  state,  and 
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wherever  situated,-^— does  not  impose  any  restriction  on  the  taxing 
power  of  the  State  where  the  property  is  situated  or  the  business 
carried  on  by  him.  That  fact,  however,  and  other  considerations 
of  amity  and  comity  among  nations,  induce  each  to  withhold, 
generally,  any  taxation  of  articles  which  are  merely  in  transit 
through  the  territory,  or  business  temporary  in  character;  but 
this  exemption  is  purely  voluntary  and  gracious,  except  so  far 
as  mutual  benefits  derived  from  civilized  international  intercourse 
may  influence  it.  The  only  restrictions  upon  this  plenary  power 
of  the  State,  must  be  found  in  its  constitution  and  those  obliga- 
tions which  it  assumed  by  entering  into  the  federal  compact. 
Where  there  is  no  discrimination  in  the  statutes  against  the 
property  or  business  of  the  citizens  of  other  States,  and  the  busi-; 
ness  of  running  cars  to  furnish  sleeping  and  other  comfortable 
accommodations  to  passengers  between  points  wholly  within  the 
State,  being  domestic,  and  not  interstate  commerce,  there  can  not 
be  said  to  be  any  violation  of  the  federal  constitution  in  exercising 
the  taxing  power  over  them.""  Whether  counties  may  levy  a  sim- 
ilar tax  depends  upon  whether  the  statutes  of  the  State  authorize 
them  to  do  so.°^     The  authorization  must  be  express  and  is  not 

50  Gibson  County  v.  Pullman  case,  which  is  that  once  in  a  while 
Southern  Car  Co.  (1890),  42  Fed.  a  general  revenue  statute,  or  a  pair 
Rep.  572;  s.  c.  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  or  several  of  them,  will  be  at- 
263.  tempted,    wherein    taxes    are    au- 

51  Gibson  County  v.  Pullman  thorized  for  state  and  county  pur- 
Southern  Car  Co.  (1890),  42  Fed.  poses,  the  county  being  always 
Rep.  572;  s.  c.  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  specially  mentioned,  and  all  other 
263,  where  Hammond,  J.,  criti-  acts  are  repealed.  Then  com- 
cises  our  American  system  of  tax  mences  the  process  of  patching 
legislation  as  follows:  "It  is  un-  and  tinkering,  often  unskillfuUy 
doubtedly  generally  true  that  done  and  creating  more  confusion, 
whenever  the  state  levies  a  tax,  but  the  general  law  remains  the 
the  counties  are  authorized  to  foundation  of  the  amendatory  leg- 
levy  a  similar  tax,  not  exceeding  islation  until  the  confusion  be- 
the  state  tax  or  that  specially  comes  so  great  that  a  new  start 
fixed  by  the  act,  and  this  is  al-  Is  made  by  another  general  law, 
ways  so,  I  think,  in  a  general  reve-  to  be  put  through  the  same  process 
nue  law.  There  is  no  nicely  ad-  of  amendment  as  before.  These 
justed  system  of  revenue  laws,  amendatory  acts  do  not  always 
and  of  all  subjects  of  legislation  couple  the  county  with  the  state, 
these  are  the  most  characterized  but  sometimes  do,  and  the  author- 
by  want  of  uniformity  and  sys-  ity  of  the  county  depends  upon  the 
tem,  and  are  irregular  and  slip-  original  act,  as  often  the  state  levy 
shod  in  habit,  not  to  say  slovenly;  does  also,  notwithstanding  the 
yet  it  will  be  seen  that  there  is  a  amendatory  act.  But  this  is  an 
habit  about  it  that  precludes  that  entirely  different  habit  from  that 
which  the  county  assumes  in  this  urged  here  in  behalf  of  the  county. 
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to  be  lightly  implied  from  loose  and  ill-considered  statutes.  For 
a  sleeping  car  company  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  doing  business 
in  a  county  through  which  its  cars  are  carried  in  the  course  of  a 
few  minutes."' 


that  the  code  confers  a  general 
power,  and  nothing  excludes  It  but 
special  exclusion  of  the  county  in 
the  particular  act.  So  far  as  these 
revenue  laws  are  concerned,  the 
codes  are  as  transitory  as  .  the 
other  tax  laws  are  found  to  be,  and 
only  embody  the  general  founda- 
tion act  in  existence  at  the  time 
the  code  happens  to  be  enacted. 
There  is  not  an  intention  by  a 
fixed  code  statute  to  give  the  coun- 
ties general  power  of  taxation  to 
operate  somewhat  like  a  constitu- 
tional power  would  act,  and  only 
to  be  withdrawn  by  special  ex- 
clusion of  the  counties,  but  they 
must,  like  the  state,  take  their 
chances  in  the  constantly  chang- 
ing revenue  enactments,  and  de- 
pend upon  them  for  whatever  au- 
thority they  give  when  construed 
together.  It  might  be  a  very  use- 
ful and  beneficial  power  for  the 
counties  to  be  comparatively  ex- 
empt from  changing  authority, 
and  thus  have  a  right  to  tax,  ab- 
solutely, whenever  the  state  taxes, 
unless  forbidden,  but  such  is  not 
our  law  nor  our  habit  of  legisla- 
tion, as  any  one  will  see  upon 
careful  investigation  historically 
and  critically  made."  See,  also, 
Carlisle  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car 
Co.  (1886),  8  Colo.  320;  s.  c.  54 
Am.  Rep.  553. 

52  Gibson  County  v.  Pullman 
Southern  Car  Co.  (1890),  42  Fed. 
Rep.  572,  where  the  court  criticis- 
ing the  Tennessee  act  said:  "The 
original  sleeping  car  tax  was  a 
special  and  fixed  tax,  not  found 
in  a  general  revenue  law,  nor  in- 
tended as  an  amendment  extend- 
ing t^e  county  tax  to  that  subject 
of  taxation.  It  was  a  loose  and 
evidently  ill-considered  bit  of  leg- 
islation in  not  making  the  inten- 
tion  more   manifest,    but   in   the 


very  nature  of  the  case,  in  view 
of  the  business  taxed,  it  probably 
never  occurred  to  the  draughts- 
man or  the  legislature  that  run- 
ning a  sleeping-car  across  a 
county  a  few  minutes  each  day 
was  such  a  doing  of  business  in 
that  county  as  would  justify  its 
taxation,  as  a  privilege,  by  coun- 
ties. It  was  so  incongruous  in  its 
relation  to  county  taxation  that  it 
did  not  occur  to  the  legislature 
that  such  a  construction  could  be 
claimed  for  it.  And,  really,  no 
business  is  carried  on  in  Gibson 
county  when  the  car  rolls  through 
it,  possibly  in  sixty  minutes  or 
less,  and  taxable  county  privileges 
are  those  where  the  business  is 
located  and  done  in  the  county. 
To  use  the  illustrations  of  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  the  ped- 
dler, although  in  one  sense  tran- 
sitory, really  is,  for  the  time  be- 
ing, located  in  Gibson  county,  and 
sells  quite  exclusively  to  its  popu- 
lation while  there,  and  so  the  cir- 
cus shows  almost  exclusively  to 
them  for  the  time  being;  but  the 
sleeping-car,  while  it  may  take  up 
a  Gibson  county  man  now  and 
then,  or  sell  a  ticket  at  its  sta- 
tions to  him  who  enters  the  cars, 
can  hardly  be  said  to  be  doing 
business  in  that  county  in  such  a 
sense  as  would  justify  taxing  it 
as  a  privilege  by  counties,  while 
as  to  the  whole  state  it  might  be 
fair  and  well  enough  to  tax  the 
privilege,  as  has  been  done  by 
these  acts.  It  is  in  the  light  of 
such  considerations  as  these  that 
we  arrive  at  the  legislative  inten- 
tion, certainly  when  we  are  asked 
to  imply  it,  in  the  absence  of  all 
express  declaration  to  that  end 
which  is  contrary  to  all  sense  of 
justice." 
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§  535-  (0  Tax  upon  express  companies. — Interstate  express 
companies  may  be  taxed  on  the  business  they  do  within  the  state.^' 
A  State  cannot,  without  interference  with  interstate  commerce, 
require  Hcense  from  the  agents  of  a  fweign  express  company, 
as  a  condition  to  their  doing  business  in  the  State.'*  A  tax  upon 
its  gross  receipts,  though  it  pays  a  part  to  a  railroad,  which  is 
again  taxed  upon  it,  is  not  double  taxation.^'  It  may  be  required 
to  pay  a  license  fee  whenever  it  does  business.''' 

§  536.  (g)  Tax  upon  telegraph  and  telephone  companies. — 
The  State  may  tax  such  real  and  personal  property  of  telegraph 
companies  as  is  located  within  its  borders."''  But  neither  the 
State  nor  a  municipality  can  impose  a  license  tax  upon  lines  used 
in  the  transmission  of  interstate  messages."'  Neither  can  the 
State  or  municipal  governments  impose  a  tax  upon  the  gross 
receipts  of  telegraph  companies  a  part  of  whose  earnings  is  from 
interstate  messages."'    A  tax  on  interstate  telegrams  is  uncon- 


53  Pacific  Ex.  Co.  v.  Seibert,  44 
Fed.  310  (1890). 

54Crutcher  v.  Kentucky  (1891), 
141  U.  S.  47. 

55  Common-wealth  v.  XJ.  S.  Ex. 
Co.  (1893),  157  Pa.  St.  579. 

ssOsbourne  v.  State  (1894),  33 
Pla.  162,  25  L.  R.  A.  120.  14  So. 
588. 

57  City:  of  St.  Louis  v.  Western 
U.  Tel.  Co.  (1889),  39  Fed.  Rep. 
59;  s.  c.  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  293, 
citing  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Massa- 
chusetts, 125  U.  S.  530;  Leloup  v. 
Port  of  Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640. 

68  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Western 
U.  Tel.  Co.  (1889),  39  Fed.  Rep. 
59,  citing  Almy  v.  California,  24 
How.  169;  Crandall  v.  Nevada,  6 
Wall.  35;  State  Freight  Tax,  15 
Wall.  232;  Car  Co.  v.  Nolan,  22 
Fed.  Rep.  276;  Leloup  v.  Port  of 
Mobile,  127  TJ.  S.  640,  and  holding 
that  a  tax  of  five  dollars  a  year 
upon  every  pole  in  the  city  is  a 
"license  tax"  and  not  within  the 
city's  charter  power  to  "regulate" 
telegraph  companies.  "By  virtue 
of  such  power,"  said  Thayer,  J., 
"the  city  authorities  may  un- 
doubtedly make  reasonable  regu- 
lations touching  the  location  of 
telegraph  poles,  their  height  and 


size,  and  very  likely,  as  was  re- 
cently held  by  Judge  Wallace  in 
the  southern  district  of  New 
York  (Telegraph  Co.  v.  Mayor,  38 
Fed.  Rep.  552),  may  require  them 
to  be  carried  underground  rather 
than  overhead.  The  section  of  the 
ordinance  on  which  this  suit  is 
based  is  not,  however,  a  regula- 
tion of  that  character,  nor  is  it 
in  any  proper  sense  a  regulation, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  city 
charter.  The  object  of  the  enact- 
ment was  evidently  to  secure  reve- 
nue for  the  municipality;  hence 
the  burden  imposed  is  a  tax,  and 
it  is  imposed  in  such  form  that  it 
can  only  be  regarded  as  a  privi- 
lege or  license  tax  which  the  city 
has  no  authority  to  impose." 

B9  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Seay  (1889),  132  U.  S.  472.  In  this 
case  the  supreme  court,  referring 
to  similar  cases  decided  in  that 
court,  said  but  little  remained  ex- 
cept to  show  that  this  case  comes 
within  the  same  principle.  "That 
principle  is,  in  regard  to  tele- 
graph companies  which  have  ac- 
cepted the  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  Congress  of  July  24,  1866,  sec- 
tions 5263  to  5268  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  that 
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stitutional.^o    The  basis  of  taxation  by  a  State  of  the  capital  stock 
of  a  foreign  telegraph  company  engaged  in  interstate  telegraph 


they  shall  not  be  taxed  hy  the  au- 
thorities of  a  state  for  any  mes- 
sages, or  receipts  arising  from 
messages  from  points  within  the 
state  to  points  •without,  or  from 
points  without  the  state  to  points 
within,  but  that  such  taxes  may  be 
levied  upon  all  messages  carried 
and  delivered  exclusively  within 
the  state.  The  foundation  of  this 
principle  is  that  messages  of  the 
former  class  are  elements  of  com- 
merce between  the  states,  and  not 
subject  to  legislative  control  of 
the  states,  while  the  latter  class 
are  elements  of  internal  com- 
merce, solely  within  the  limits 
and  jurisdiction  of  the  state,  and 
therefore  subject  to  its  taxing 
power.  The  following  cases  in 
this  court  have  fully  developed 
and  established  this  proposition: 
Pensacola  Tel.  Co.  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  96  XJ.  S.  1;  Tele- 
graph Co.  v.  Texas,  105  U.  S.  460; 
Telegraph  Co.  v.  Massachusetts, 
125  U.  S.  530;  Ratterman  v.  Tele- 
graph Co.,  127  U.  S.  411;  Leloup  v. 
Port  of  Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640; 
Fargo  V.  Michigan,  121  U.  S.  230; 
Steamship  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania, 
122  U.  S.  326.  ...  In  the  ear- 
liest of  these  cases,  Telegraph  Co. 
V.  Telegraph  Co.,  the  statute  of 
Florida  had  attempted  to  Confer 
upon  a  corporation  of  its  own 
state,  the  Pensacola  Telegraph 
Company,  an  exclusive  right  of 
doing  the  telegraph  business  with- 
in that  state.  This  court  held,  af- 
firming the  judgment  of  the  cir-> 
cuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
that  district,  that  this  statute  was 
a  regulation  of  commerce  among 
the  states  forbidden  by  the  con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  to 
the  state  of  Florida.  In  the  n?xt 
case,  that  of  Telegraph  Co.  v. 
Texas,  105  U.  S.  460,  in  which  the 
state  had  imposed  a  tax  of  one 
cent  for   every   full-rate  message 


sent,  and  one-half  cent  for  every 
message  less  than  full-rate,  on  the 
business  of  the  Western  Union 
Telegraph  Company,  many  of  the 
messages  were  by  the  officers  of 
the  government,  on  public  busi- 
ness, and  a  large  portion  of  them 
were  to  places  outside  of  the 
state.  The  company  contested  the 
constitutionality  of  this  law,  and 
the  case  came  to  this  court,  where 
it  was  said  that  a  telegraph  com- 
pany occupies  the  same  relation  to 
commerce,  as  a  carrier  of  mes- 
sages, that  a  railroad  does  as  a 
carrier  of  goods.  .  .  .  The  case 
of  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Massachusetts, 
125  U.  S.  530,  was  a  question  grow- 
ing out  of  the  taxation  of  the 
telegraph  company  by  the  state  of 
Massachusetts,  and  the  same  prin- 
ciple we  have  already  considered 
was  aserted  in  that  case,  after  a 
general  review  of  the  authorities 
upon  the  subject."  In  Leloup  v. 
Port  of  Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640,  the 
question  arose  upon  a  conviction, 
under  the  statute,  of  Alabama,  on 
an  indictment  for  failing  to  take 
out  a  license  tax  by  the  telegraph 
company,  imposed  by  the  city  of 
Mobile  on  all  telegraph  compa- 
nies. Edward  Leloup,  the  agent 
of  the  company,  was  convicted 
under  this  proceeding,  his  convic- 
tion affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Alabama,  and  its  judg- 
ment brought  to  this  court  on 
writ  of  error.  This  court  held 
that,  his  company  having  com- 
plied with  the  act  of  congress  of 
July  24,  1866,  the  state  could  not 
require  it  to  take  out  a  license  for 
the  transaction  of  business  in  the 
city,  and  that  a  general  license  tax 
on  the  telegraph  company  affected 
its  entire  business,  interstate  as 
well  as  domestic  and  internal,  and 
was  unconstitutional." 

60  Western  Union  T.  Co.  v.  Ala- 
bama (1889),  132  U.  S.  472. 
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business,  may  be  such  proportion  of  the  aggregate  value  of  all 
the  stock  as  the  length  of  the  telegraph  lines  running  through  the 
State  bears  to  the  whole  length  of  the  line  in  all  the  States,"^ 
or,  instead, — a.  tax,  directly  upon  the  property.  A  franchise 
tax  rtiay  be  levied  upon  the  value  of  the  company's  property  in 
the  State,  measured  by  miles ;  "^  or  measured  by  the  proportion 
that  the  value  of  that  part  of  the  system  in  the  State  bears  to 
the  value  of  the  entire  system."^  A  municipal  corporation,  by  leg- 
islative authority  may  impose  a  tax  upon  an  interstate  telegraph 
company  in  the  form  of  an  annual  license  fee  for  doing  business 
within  its  municipal  limits.  Such  tax  is  not  a  restriction  upon 
the  privilege  of  doing  business  in  the  State.**  A  tax  of  gross 
receipts  is  not  wholly  invalid,  however;  but  is  invalid  only  in 
proportion  to  the  extent  that  the  gross  receipts  are  derived  from 
interstate  commerce.'^'  Neither  is  the  capital  stock  of  a  foreign 
telephone  company,  having  no  officer  or  agent  in  the  State,  and 
doing  business  there  only  in  renting  instruments  to  other  corpora- 
tions, which  own  the  wires  and  operate  the  telephones,  under  con^ 
tracts  made  outside  the  State, — ^taxable  in  the  State,  although  the 
instruments  remain  the  property  of  the  company,  and  it  reserves 
the  right  in  certain  events  to  take  possession  of  and  operate  them."" 

ei  Massachusetts  v.  Western  the  use  of  the  telephone  and  fur- 
Union  T.  Co.  (1890),  141  U.  S.  40.  nishes  the  Instruments,  which  re- 

«2  Postal     Tel.     Cable     Co.     v.  main  the  property  of  the  company, 

Adams  (1895),  155  U.  S.  688.  and  are  to  be  paid  for,  whether 

63  State  V.  Western  Union  T.  Co.  used  or  not.  The  Pennsylvania 
(1901),  165  Mo.  502,  65  S.  W.  775.  corporations  carry  on  the  business 

64  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.  v.  here.  They  construct  and  own 
Charleston   (1894),  153  U.  S.  692.  the     necessary     lines     of     wire, 

65  Ratterman  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  switches,  switch-boards  and  other 
127  U.  S.  411.  apparatus  necessary  to   carry   on 

66  Commonwealth  v.  American  the  business.  They  maintain  their 
Bell  Tel.  Co.  (1889),  129  Pa.  St.  own  offices,  and  employ  and  pay 
217;  s.  c.  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  99.  the  officers  and  agents  needed  to 
The  court,  per  Paxon,  C.  J.,  in  af-  carry  it  on.  The  telephone  com- 
firming  the  judgment  below,  said:  pany  transacts  no  business  here. 
"The  company  is  a  corporation  It  has  no  part  of  its  capital  or 
created  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  property  here,  except  the  instru- 
Massachusetts.  Its  principal  office  ments  in  question,  which,  as  be- 
or  place  of  business  is  in  the  city  fore  observed,  are  leased  to  Penn- 
of  Boston.  It  has  no  office,  agent  eylvania  corporations  with  a  li- 
or  place  of  business  in  this  state,  cense  to  use  the  same.  Under 
All  the  contracts  for  rent  and  roy-  such  a  st9,te  of  facts  it  would 
alty  of  telephones  were  made  in  seem  clear  that  the  telephone  corn- 
Boston,  and  the  payments  there-  pany  could  not  be  taxed  as  do- 
for  were  made  there.  It  leases  to  ing  business  within  this  state.  It 
certain  Pennsylvania  corporations  was   contended,   however,    on    the 
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There  is  a  decision  in  New  York,  however,  to  the  contrary,  in 
which  the  same  company  was  held  liable  to  taxation  on  such 
part  of  its  capital  as  is  employed  in  that  State,  on  dividends  real- 
ized thefeon  and  on  its  gross  earnings  within  the  State,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  local  companies  were  merely  its  agents,  and  that 
it  was,  accordingly,  "doing  business  within  the  State.""'' 


part  of  the  commonwealth,  that 
because  the  company  has  in  its 
contract  with  the  Pennsylvania 
corporations  reserved  a  certain 
power  of  control  over  telephones 
leased  to  them,  and  might,  upon 
certain  breaches  of  said  contracts, 
enter  upon,  take  possession  of, 
and  operate  said  telephones,  the 
said  company  was  doing  business 
here,  and  became  liable  to  the  tax. 
There  is  a  wide  distinction,  how- 
ever, between  the  right  to  do  busi- 
ness and  actually  doing  it.  It  may 
1)0  that  should  said  company  pro- 
ceed to  enforce  their  rights  under 
these  contracts,  and  after  taking 
possession  of  the  telephones  oper- 
ate them,  it  would  be  doing  busi- 
ness here.  But  that  contingency 
Tias  not  arrived.  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  this  was  not  a  tax 
upon  the  instruments  owned  by 
the  company,  and  operated  here 
Tinder  license.  The  instruments 
as  such  are  perhaps  within  the 
taxing  power  of  the  common- 
wealth, for  the  reason  that  they 
are  here,  and  within  her  jurisdic- 
tion. It  matters  not  to  the  state 
to  whom  they  belong.  But  the 
state  has  not  laid  such  a  tax.  On 
the  contrary,  it  is  a  tax  upon  cap- 
ital stock;  and,  as  the  company 
transacts  no  business  within  the 
state,  no  portion  of  its  capital  is 
here  in  point  of  fact  or  by  con- 
struction of  law.  Authorities  are 
scarcely  needed  for  so  plain  a 
proposition.  It  is  sufficient  to  refer 
to  Commonwealth  v.  Oil  Co.,  101 
Pa.  St.  119."  Commonwealth  v. 
American  Bell  Telephone  Co. 
a889),  129  Pa.  St.  217. 
67  The  American  Bell  Telephone 


Company,  of  Massachusetts,  li- 
censes corporations  to  do  business 
In  New  York  under  the  "exchange 
system,"  by  which  a  central  office 
is  established,  and  communica- 
tion Carried  on  through  it.  Tlie 
instruments  are  supplied  by  the 
company,  and  remain  its  property, 
and  a  royalty  is  paid  to  it  on  each, 
though  they  are  leased  by  the 
local  corporations  to  their  sub- 
scribers. The  other  apparatus  be- 
longs to  the  local  corporations. 
The  latter  make  the  leases,  and 
collect  the  rents,  but  each  lease 
stipulates  that  the  company  owns 
the  instruments,  and  the  com- 
pany reserves  the  right  to  inter- 
vene and  collect  its  portion  of  the 
rents.  Another  form  of  contract 
with  the  local  corporations  pro- 
vides for  connecting  lines  ou 
similar  terms,  reserving  to  the 
company  the  right  to  use  the  tele- 
phones thereon,  and  to  connect 
the  lines  with  the  lines  of  the 
local  corporations  in  order  to  for- 
ward through  messages,  and  pro-' 
vides  for  a  division  of  the  tolls, 
and  that  the  leases  shall  express 
the  title  of  the  company  to  the 
instruments,  and  the  company 
may  enforce,  or  require  the  local 
corporation  to  enforce,  all  its 
rights  against  the  subscriber. 
Leases  for  private  lines  are  made 
directly  with  the  company,  and 
countersigned  by  the  local  corpo- 
rations, which  collect  the  rentis, 
and  transmit  them  to  the  com- 
pany. The  company  also  has 
lines  connecting  with  the  offices 
of  the  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company,  under  an  arrangement 
by   which    it   receives    a    certain 
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Missouri. — Express,  telegraph,  and  telephone  companies  in 
Missouri,  in  lieu  of  all  other  taxes,  are  taxable  upon  their  gross 
receipts  for  business  done  in  the  State,  not  including  receipts  for 
interstate  business."'  And  insurance  companies  are  taxable  upon 
gross  receipts,  and  upon  all  real  estate,  and  other  property,  in 
like  manner,  as  individuals.  Such  gross  receipts,  except  unearned 
premiums,  are  returned  to  the  insured  upon  cancellation  of  policy.*" 

§  536a.  Water  companies,  gas  companies,  steamships. — Gas 
pipes  and  mains  of  a  corporation  laid  in  the  streets,  and  assessed 
for  taxation  by  the  State,  are  not  taxable  by  local  authorities.^" 
The  franchise  of  a  turnpike  company  is  not  taxable  by  a  town 
in  which  is  located  a  part  of  the  road.''-^  Steamships  owned  by 
a  foreign  corporation  enrolled  outside  the  State,. and  whose  prin- 
cipal business  is  to  convey  passengers  and  freight  from  points  in 
the  State  to  the  company's  ocean  vessels  going  abroad,  are  sub- 
ject to  taxation  within  the  State.''-  Under  statute  the  franchise 
of  a  waterworks  company,  and  all  tangible  property,  personal  and 
real  estate,  are  taxable  as  personalty.'' 

§  537.  Injunction  to  restrain  enforcement  of  tax. — Where 
a  company,  under  the  law,  is  not  liable  at  all  to  taxation  on  its 
personal  property,  and  the  levy  is  made  in  such  a  way  as  to 
directly  interfere  with  its  business,  equity  will  interfere,  by  in- 
junction, to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  the  tax.'*  But  a  petition 
to  enjoin  the  levy  of  taxes  on  property  which  is  only  in  part  ex- 
empts from  taxation,  must  show  to  what  extent  the  property  is  ex- 


proportion  of  the  income  derived  Hun,  114,  Van  Brunt,  P.  J.,  dis- 

from     that     business.       And     as  senting. 

stated    in   the   text,    it   was    held  cs  state  v.  Fleming  (Mo.  1904), 
that    the    local    corporations    are  97  N.  W.  1063. 
merely    the    agents    of    the    com-  eg  State  v.  Fleming   (Mo.  1904), 
pany,    which   thus    does    business  97  N.  W.  1063. 
within   the   state,   within   the   in-  to  People  v.  Wells    (N.  Y.   Sup 
tendment  of  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1881,  1904),  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  595. 
ch.  361,  §§  3,  6,  said  act  being  an  nln  re  President,   etc.    (N.  Y. 
amendment  of  Laws  of  1880,  ch.  Sup.  1904),  87  N.  Y.  Sup.  1104. 
542,  and  is  liable  to  pay  the  per-  t2  Old    Dominion,    etc.    v.    Com 
centage,    at    least    on    its    capital  monwealth    (Va.   1904),   46   S.  B, 
employed  in  the  state,  and  on  the  783. 
dividends  realized  on  that  capital,  73  Town  of  "Washburn  v.  Wash- 
as  prescribed  by  section  3  of  the  burn,  etc.   (Wis.  1904),  98  N.  W, 
act  of  1881,  and  also  the  tax  of  539. 

five-tenths  per  cent,   on  its  gross  74  Lenawee    Co.    Sav.    Bank    v, 

earnings  in  the  state.     People  v.  City  of  Adrian    (1887),   66  Mich, 

American  Bell  Tel.  Co.  (1889),  50  273. 
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empt."  Upon  the  general  principle  that  where  officers  refuse  or 
neglect  to  defend  the  corporate  interests,  the  shareholders  them- 
selves may  act  in  behalf  of  the  company ;  they  may  defend  a  suit 
brought  to  collect  an  unauthorized  tax  or  may  bring  suit  to  enjoin 
its  payment^'  The  collection  of  a  tax,  as  excessive,  can  not  be 
enjoined  without  tender  of  the  portion  admitted  to  be  due.'^  In 
Indiana,  an  injunction  is  not  the  proper  remedy  in  case  of  illegal 
tax  on  the  capital  stockJ^  For  non-payment  of  taxes  a  corpora- 
tion may  be  enjoined  from  doing  business.^'  The  actual  value 
of  capital  stock  for  taxation  is  not  the  market  value  under  influence 
of  speculation.'"  The  value  of  all  the  assets  should  be  considered 
in  measuring  the  value  of  the  corporate  stock  for  purpose  of 
taxation.'^  Stock  quotations  are  unstable  and  unreliable  indicia 
of  the  value  of  the  capital  stock.'^ 

§  5373'  Constitutionality  of  tax.  Discriminating  tax. — A 
franchise  tax  upon  a  corporation,  although  its  business,  if  carried 
on  by  an  individual,  would  not  be  subject  to'  tax  or  license,  is  not 
an  unlawful  discrimination  within  the  prohibition  of  the  fourteenth 
amendment  of  the  United  States  Constitution.'' 


75  City   of   Louisville   v.   Louis-  ts  Jones   v.    Rushville,    etc.    Co. 
ville  Board  of  Trade   (Ky.  1890),  (1893),  135  Infl.  595. 

14  S.  W.  Rep.  408.  "iSe   Electro,    etc.    Co.    (1893), 

76  Greenwood  v.  Union  Freight  51  N.  J.  Eq.  71,  26  Atl.  463. 

Co.    (1881),  105  XI.   S.  13;    Dodse  so  Commonwealth     v.     Philadel- 

V.   Woolsey,    18    How.    331;    State  pMa,   etc.   R.  R.    (1891),   145   Pa. 

Bank  of  Ohio  v.  Knoop,  16  How.  St.  74,  22  Atl.  235. 

369;      Delaware      Railroad      Tax  si  Commonwealth  v.  N.  Y.,  etc. 

Cases    (1873),  18  Wall.  206;   Wil-  R.  R.   (1898),  188  Pa.  St.  169,  41 

mington   R.   Co.   v.   Reed    (1871),  Atl.  594. 

13  Wall.  264;   Paine  v.  Wright,  6  •     82  Chicago,     etc.     Co.    v.     State 

McLean,   395;    Foote   v.   Llnok,   5  Board,  etc.    (1901),  112  Fed.   607. 

McLean,  616.  ss  Bank    of    Cal.    v.    San    Pran- 

77  Smith     V.     Rude,     etc.     Co.  cisco   (1904),  142  Cal.  276,  64  L. 
(1892),  131  Ind.  150,  30  N.  E.  947.  R.  A.  918. 
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MEMBERSHIP    IN    NON-STOCK    CORPORATIONS. 

§  538.  The  contract  of  membership. — No  general  rule  can 
be  laid  down  as  to  what  constitutes  membership  in  companies  or 
associations  not  having  capital  stock.  The  requisites  of  member- 
ship are  usually  prescribed  in  the  charters  or  by-laws  of  such 
organizations.^  The  evidence  of  membership  in  non-stock  corpora- 
tions is  generally  a  certificate  which,  when  accepted,  constitutes 
the  contract  of  membership.  It  may,  or  may  not,  be  transferable.* 
Signing  the  constitution  and  by-laws,'  or  payment  and  acceptance 
of  fees,  is  evidence  of  the  acceptance  of  the  contract.*  By  what- 
ever acts,  there  must  be  an  accepted  contract  of  membership.* 
There  must  be  compliance  with  the  by-laws  or  other  prescribed 
mode  of  acquiring  membership.®     Misstatements  by  the  applicant, 

1  The  constitution  of  a  chari-  jury  duty,  mere  ownership  of  a 
table  corporation  provided  that  certificate  of  membership  to  which 
any  person  could  apply  for  ad-  only  active  members  were  entitled 
mission  by  paying  an  admittance  was  held  not  to  be  conclusive, 
fee,  and,  when  declared  elected.  State  v.  Primm,  50  Mo.  87. 
could,  after  signing  the  constitu-  ?  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
tion,  vote  at  all  meetings  and  be  etc.  Exchange,  143  111.  210;  Bur- 
eligible  to  office;  and  that  each  lington,  etc.  Dept.  v.  White,  41 
member  should  pay  a  certain  Neb.  547,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  701. 
amount  yearly  to  the  corporation,  s  Palmetto  Lodge  v.  Hubbell,  2 
and  it  was  held  that  the  signing  Strob.  (S.  C.)  457,  49  Am.  Dec. 
of  the  constitution  was  not  a  pre-  604. 

requisite  to  membership,  and  that  *  Palmetto  Lodge  v.  Hubbell,  2 

an  action  would  lie  by  the  corpo-  Strob.    (S.   C.)    457,   49  Am.   Dec. 

ration  against  a  member  who  had  604. 

not   signed   for   his   yearly   dues.  s  Eilenberger  v.  Protective,  etc. 

United  Hebrew   Benevolent  Assn.  Ins.  Co.,  89  Pa.  St.  464. 

V.     Benshimol,     130     Mass.     325.  s  Matkin  v.   Supreme  Lodge,  82 

Where   active   members   of  a  cer-  Tex.    301,    27   Am.    St.   Rep.    886; 

tain  corporation  were  exempt  from  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Chicago  Live 


766  MEMBERS    AND    STOCKHOLDEES.  [§  539. 

not  amounting  to  fraud,  are  not  ground  for  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract/ Admission  of  the  original  or  so-called  "charter  members," 
is  provided  for  in  the  charter  or  statute  authorizing  the  incorpora- 
tion. Subsequent  members  are  usually  admitted  upon  their  ap- 
plication, and  upon  the  vote  of  the  "charter  members."*  A  non- 
stock corporation,  as  one  of  its  incidental  powers,  may  arbitrarily, 
or  otherwise,  except  as  provided  by  charter,  admit  to  or  exclude 
from  membership  any  person,  and  may  do  so  beyond  power  of 
interference  by  the  courts."  In  partnerships  every  member  is 
the  agent  of  the  firm,  whereas  under  incorporation  the  members 
or  stockholders  are  neither  agents  of  the  corporation,  nor  agents 
of  the  other  members.'^ 

§  539-  Admission  to  membership. — ^The  power  of  electing 
new  members,  is  an  incident  to  corporate  existence.  It  is  not 
necessary  that  it  should  be  expressly  conferred  by  the  charter. 
Unless  otherwise  expressly  provided  in  the  constitution  or  by-laws, 
it  is  to  be  exercised  by  the  whole  body  of  incorporators.^"  Or- 
dinarily, in  companies  having  capital  stock,  however,  the  power 
of  admitting  new  members  is  not  vested  in  the  corporation  at 
large ;  but  is  committed  to  the  discretion  of  the  commissioners  or 
officers,  or  agents  authorized  to  receive  subscriptions  to  the  stock  ; 
since  the  usual  requisite  of  membership  is  simply  the  ability  to 
enter  into  a  legal  contract ;  and  the  desirability  of  an  applicant  for 
membership  is  usually  a  mere  question  of  ability  to  pay  for  the 
shares  allotted  him.^'^  But  in  societies  and  associations  not  or- 
ganized primarily  for  purposes  of  gain,  an  election  is  generally 
necessary  to  the  admission  of  new  members.^^  Yet  even  in  the 
case  of  corporations  having  capital  stock,  the  mere  ownership  of 
shares  may  not,  under  the  charter  or  by-laws,  constitute  member- 
Stock  Exchange,  143  111.  210,  36  oaVan  Aerns  v.  Blelston,  102 
Am.  St.  Rep.  385.                                   N.  Y.  360. 

7  Cobb  V.  Covenant,  etc.  Assn.,  lo  Commonwealth  v.  Gill  (1838), 
153   Mass.   176,    25   Am.   St.   Rep.      3  Whart.  228,  247. 

619;    Clapp   v.   Mass.    Ben.   Assn.,  n  Vide  supra,  §  203;  and  see  46 

146  Mass.  419.  L.  R.  A.  618. 

8  State  v.  Sibley,   25  Minn.  387.  12  For   examples   see   the   state- 

9  Ellerbe  v.  Paust,  119  Mo.  653;  ments  of  facts  to  the  cases  cited 
McCoy  V.  Roman  Catholic,  etc.  Co.,  in  section  59,  supra.  As  to  in- 
152  Mass.  272;  American  Live  junction  to  restrain  admission  to 
Stock,  etc.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  etc.  Ex-  membership,  see  Thompson  v.  So- 
change,  143  111.  210,  36  Am.  St.  ciety  of  Tammaily  (1879),  17  Hun, 
Rep.    385;     Diligent    Fire    Co.    v.  305. 

Commonwealth,  75  Pa.  St.  291. 
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ship  therein  ;^^  and  when  in  addition  to  the  ownership  of  stock, 
an  election  to  membership  is  requisite,  reference  must  be  had  to 
the  spirit  and  provisions  of  the  charterj^  to  determine  by  whom 
the  power  of  admission  is  to  be  exercised.^*  If  there  is  no  con- 
trary charter  or  by-law  provision,  a  minor  may  fie  admitted  to 
membership  in  a  non-stock  corporation.'^'  The  corporation  may 
act  arbitrarily  and  exclude  any  person  in  its  discretion,  and  be- 
yond the  power  of  the  courts  to  interfere.^"  But  it  may  not  ex- 
clude from  membership  any  person  in  violation  of  its  charter  or 
enabling  act;  or  in  pursuance  of  by-law«  which  are  contrary  to 
public  poHcy.^^ 

§  540.  Withdrawal  from  membership. — The  legal  questions 
involved  in  cases  of  voluntary  withdrawal  from  corporate  bodies 
relate  to  its  effect  upon  the  member's  interest  in  the  property  and 
upon  his  liability  to  creditors.  Whether  the  consent  of  the  so- 
ciety or  company  has  been  given,  is  not  usually  in  issue  in  cases 
of  withdrawal  from  voluntary  associations;  but  from  companies 
having  capital  stock,  the  member  or  shareholder  can  not  sever 
his  connection  so  as  to  relieve  himself  from  liability  to  the  cor- 
poration or  its  creditors  by  a  mere  abandonment  of  his  shares, 
without  the  consent  of  the  corporation;^*  and  under  certain  cir- 

13  State  V.    Primm,   50  Mo.   87;  also.    Diligent    Fire    Ins.    Co.    v. 

Commonwealtli  v.   Gill    (1838),   3  Commonwealth  (1874),  75  Pa.  St. 

Whart.  228.  291,   296;    Waterman   on  Corpora- 

1*  "The  power  of  electing  hoth  tions,  160. 
officers  and  members  is  an  inci-  15  Chicago  Mutual  Life,  etc. 
dent  to  every  corporation.  It  is  Assn.  v.  Hunt,  127  111.  257;  McCoy 
not  necessary  that  it  should  be  ex-  v.  Roman  Catholic,  etc.  Co.,  152 
pressly  conferred  by  the  charter.  Mass.  272;  Morrison  v.  Wisconsin, 
If  the  power  is  not  expressly  etc.  Co.,  59  Wis.  162. 
lodged  in  other  hands,  it  is  to  be  le  Blien  v.  Rand,  77  Minn.  110; 
exercised  by  the  company  at  Ellerbe  v.  Faust,  119  Mo.  653; 
large.  State  v.  Sibley,  25  Minn.  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  etc. 
387;  Ellerbe  v.  Faust,  119  Mo.  Exchange,  143  111.  210,  36  Am.  St. 
653;  Vanck  v.  Medical  Soc,  etc.,  Rep.  385;  McKane  v.  Adams,  123 
38  N.  J.  Law,  337.  But  this  power  N.  Y.  609,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  785. 
of  election  may,  by  the  charter,  be  17  Diligent  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Corn- 
taken  from  the  body  at  large,  and  monwealth,  75  Pa.  St.  291;  People 
reposed  in  a  body  of  directors,  or  v.  Young  Men's  Assn.,  41  Mich.  67; 
any  other  select  committee.  St.  Paul,  etc.  Co.  v.  Minn.,  etc.  Co., 
Whether     this     has     been     done,  47  Minn.  154. 

either  expressly  or  by  necessary  is  Laurel  Run  Building  Assn.  v. 
implication,  is  a  question  which  Sperring,  106  Pa.  St.  334;  Rock- 
is  to  be  determined  by  reference  ville,  etc.  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Max- 
to  the  provisions  and  spirit  of  the  well,  2  Cranch,  C.  C.  451;  Mills  v. 
charter."  Commonwealth  v.  Gill  Stewart,  41  N.  Y.  384;  Selma,  etc. 
(1838),   3  Whart.   228,   247.     See.  R.  Co.  v.  Tipton,  5  Ala.  787;  s.  c. 
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cumstances  the  consent  of  the  creditors  also  is  requisite.^'  For 
the  company  has  a  Hen  against  his  shares  for  debts  due  it  from 
him ;  -"  the  other  shareholders  have  a  right  to  require  him  to  meet 
his  proportion  of  the  common  liabilities,^^  and  the  corporate  cred- 
itors have  an  interest  in  the  unpaid  balance  due  upon  his  sub- 
scription.^^ 

§  541.  Expulsion  from  membership. — Where  a  non-stock 
corporation  has  statutory  authority  to  provide  by  by-lavi^s  for  ex- 
pulsion of  members,  and  appoints  a  committee  to  hear  and  de- 
termine the  controversy,  the  accused  is  entitled  to  due  notice  of 
tlie  time  and  place  of  hearing.^^     The  by-laws  are  supreme  author- 


39  Am.  Dec.  344;  United  Society 
V.  Eagle  Bank,  7  Conn.  456; 
Bishop's  Fund  v.  Eagle  Bank,  7 
Conn.  476;  Klein  v.  Alton,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  13  111.  514;  Ryder  v.  Alton, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  13  111.  51p;  Muskingum 
Valley  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Ward 
(1844),  13  Ohio,  120,  127;  s.  c.  42 
Am.  Dec.  191,  saying,  "for  an  in- 
dividual cannot  release  himself 
from  the  obligation  of  a  contract 
against  the  consent  of  the  obligee; 
and  the  defendant's  subscription 
to  the  capital  stock  of  the  plaint- 
iff is  a  contract."  Johnson  v.  Wa- 
bash, etc.  Plank  Road  Co.,  16  Ind. 
389;  Hughes  v.  Antietam  Manuf. 
Co.,  34  Md.  316.  Cf.  Payne  v.  Bul- 
lard,  23  Miss.  88;  s.  c.  55  Am.  Dec. 
74;  Morawetz  on  Private  Corpora- 
tions, §  109.  "If  the  contract  to 
pay  for  and  take  the  stock  was  a 
valid  contract,  made  upon  a  suffi- 
cient consideration,  then  his  sub- 
scription was  not  open  to  revoca- 
tion. Until  the  incorporation  of 
the  company  was  perfected,  the 
other  subscribers  had  an  interest 
in  its  execution  and  performance 
of  which  they  could  not  be  de- 
prived by  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant; and  after  the  articles  were 
filed  and  recorded  in  the  secre- 
tary's office,  and  the  corporation 
had  a  legal  existence.  It  acquired 
a  vested  interest  in  the  defend- 
ant's agreement."  Lake  Ontario, 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Mason,  16  N.  Y.  451, 
463.  "But  what  are  the  acts  of 
'rescission'    or    'repudiation'    (for 


both  terms  are  used,  though  they 
are  far  from  convertible)  which 
the  shareholder  must  do.  He  can 
file  his  bill,  or  he  can  give  notice 
of  a  motion  for  rectification  of  the 
share-register  under  section  35,  of 
the  Companies  Act  of  1862;  of 
which  two  proceedings  the  second 
is  the  simplest,  while  the  first  will 
be  preferred  where  the  bare  recti- 
fication of  the  register  does  not 
meet  all  the  party's  requirements, 
as,  for  instance,  where  an  injunc- 
tion against  calls  is  wanted." 
"What  is  'Repudiation'  of  Shares," 
16  Sol.  J.  &  Rep.  365. 

18  Vide  supra,  §§  244,  245. 

20  Laurel  Run  Building  Assn.  v. 
Sperrlng,  106  Pa.  St.  334.  Under 
Ind.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  3410,  providing 
that  "no  stockholder  shall  be  en- 
titled to  withdraw  whose  stock  is 
held  in  pledge  for  security,"  it 
was  held  that  a  stockholder  who 
had  borrowed  from  the  corpora- 
tion and  pledged  his  stock  as  se- 
curity, could  not  withdraw  until 
he  had  redeemed  his  stock  by  pay- 
ment of  the  loan,  or  an  uncondi- 
tional tender.  Anderson  Building 
Loan  Fund,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Thomp- 
son, 88  Ind.  405. 

21  Twin  Creek  &  C.  Turnpike  R. 
Co.  V.  Lancaster  (1883),  79  Ky. 
552,  and  other  cases  cited  supra, 
§  240. 

22  Vide  supra,  §§  244,  245. 

23  People  V.  East  Buffalo,  etc. 
Assn.  (1903),  84  N.  E.  795. 
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ity  for  trial  of  charges  against  a  member.  Unless  they  are  un- 
reasonable, a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere.**  A  court  may 
pass  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  board  to  ej^pel  a  member  of  an 
incorporated  stock  exchange.^"  A  stock  exchange  may  expel 
a  member  for  non-fulfilment  of  hife  contracts  made  as  a  member 
of  the  exchange,  and  within  it,^^  but  not  for  bringing  a  suit  in 
court,  instead  of  submitting  his  complaint  to  arbitration."^  There 
is  no  power  of  expulsion  from  a  corporation  having  capital  stock, 
unless  the  power  is  expressly  conferred  by  charter  or  statute. 
Herein  is  a  difference  between  the  powers  of  a  stock  and  of  a 
non-stock  corporation."*  In  companies  having  capital  stock,  there 
is  no  power  of  expulsion  independently  of  statutory  or  charter 
provisions.""  Such  a  company  has  no  power  to  pass  by-laws 
respecting  the  expulsion  of  members.^"  Incoiporated  stock  com- 
panies, without  express  charter  authority,  have  no  power  to  expel 
a  member,  and  it  is  even  questioned  whether  such  a  corporation 
has  the  power  to  fine  a  member  for  violation  of  its  laws.^^  But 
unincorporated  companies  may  forfeit  membership  for  nonpayment 
of  dues.^^  Membership,  generally  speaking,  consisting  merely 
in  owning  a  share  in  the  capital  stock,^'  a  shareholder  can  not  be 
deprived  of  his  right  to  participate  in  the  corporate  affairs,  save 
by  forfeiture  of  his  stock  for  failure  to  pay  calls  and  assessments. 
But  even  this  power  of  forfeiture  does  not  exist  independently 
of  charter  or  statutory  authority,  and  can  not  be  created  by  a 
by-law,^*  the  remedy  of  the  corporation  at  common  law  being 

24  Wood  v.  Chamber  of  Com.,  law.  Of.  upon  the  "Power  of  Ex- 
etc.  (Wis.  1903),  96  N.  W.  835.  pulsion"     contributed    article    by 

25  People  V.  N.  Y.  Produce  Ex-  A.  G.  McKean,  in  17  L.  J.  (Eng.) 
change  (1896),  149  N.  Y.  401.  205;   "Remedies  for  Improper  Ex- 

26  Lewis  v.  Wilson  (1890),  121  pulsion  and  Suspension  from  So- 
N.  Y.  234.  cieties  and  Fraternities,"  by  Bu- 

27  People  V.  N.  Y.  Cotton  Ex-  gene  McQuillin  (1890),  30  Cent, 
change  (1876),  8  Hun,  216.  L.  J.  327i 

28  State  V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  3o  People  v.  Saint  Francisco's 
(1879),  47  Wis.  670;  Monroe,  etc.  Benevolent  Soc.  (1862),  24  How. 
Assn.  V.  Webb  (1899),  40  N.  Y.  Pr.  216;  Roehler  v.  Mechanics' Aid 
App.  Div.  49.  Soc,  22  Mich.  86;   Green  v.  Afri- 

29  In  re  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  19  can  Methodist  Epis.  Soc.,  1  Serg. 
Wend.  37,  32  Am.  Dec.  429;  Evans  &  R.  254. 

V.    Philadelphia    Club    (1865),    50  si  Monroe,    etc.    Assn.    v.    Webb 

Pa.  St.  107;   State  v.  Chamber  of  (1899),  40  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  49. 

Commerce    (1879),    47    Wis.    670;  s2  Denver  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Dickenson    v.    Chamber    of    Com-  v.  Green  (1896),  8  Colo.  App.  420. 

merce  (1871),  29  Wis.  45,  in  which  ss  Vide  supra,  §  202. 

it  is  held  that  there  may  be  a  law-  34  Perrin  v.  Granger,  30  Vt.  595; 

ful   expulsion   under   a  valid   by-  Williams   v.    Lowe.    4    Neb.    382; 
Vol.'  11—49 
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by  an  action  against  the  shareholder  to  recover  the  amount  due 
upon  the  stock.^°  A  clear  distinction  is  recognized  between  the 
powers  of  corporations,  and  that  of  non-incorporated  societies  to 
expel  members.  Where  a  corporation  expels  a  member,  whether 
by  virtue  of  express  power  under  its  charter,  in  pursuance  of  its 
by-laws,  or  through  the  inherent  power  attaching  to  it,  the  courts 
will,  at  the  instance  of  the  expelled  member,  investigate  the  action 
of  the  corporation,  determine  whether  it  acted  in  accordance  with 
its  power,  whether  the  by-laws  were  legal  and  reasonable,  whether 
the  expulsion  was  fair  and  just,  and  whether  the  cause  of  ex- 
pulsion was  such  as  would  produce  an  injury  to  the  corporation.^' 
§  S42.  (a)  Powers  of  stock  and  non-stock  companies  to  ex- 
pel, distinguished. — ^A  joint  stock,  or  other  corporation  having 
capital  stock,  has  no  power,  unless  it  be  expressly  conferred  by 
its  charter,  or  the  general  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  its  creation, 
to  declare  a  forfeiture,  and  to  disfranchise,  or  expel  a  member;'^ 
but  the  converse  rule  applies  to  non-stock  corporations,  not  or- 
ganized for  pecuniary  profit,  such  as  chambers  of  commerce, 
boards  of  trade,  mutual  benefit  societies,  social  or  political  clubs, 
literary,  educational,  and  religious  societies  or  associations.  Such 
a  corporation  has  had,  from  the  earliest  period,  the  incidental 
power  to  expel  a  member  for  cause,  subject  only  to  such  restric- 
tions, if  any,  as  may  be  provided  in  its  charter.'*  Members  be- 
ing bound  by  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  organization, 
their  rights  are  to  be  measured  in  accordance  therewith;''  and  a 

In  re  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  19  Wend.  Kennebec,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Kendall, 

37,    32   Am.   Dec.   429;    Cartan  v.  31  Me.  470. 

Father  Matthew,  etc.  Soc,  3  Daly,  ss  This  subject  is  treated  in  de-' 

20;   Hill  V.  Nisbet,  100  Ind.  341;  tail   in   Calls   and   Assessmes:ts, 

Westeott  V.  Minnesota,  etc.  Co.,  23  supra,  §§  302-337o. 
Mich.    145;     Adley    v.    Reives,    2  so  Hiss  v.  Bartlett,  3  Gray,  468, 

Maule  &  S.   53;    Dixon  v.  Evans,  63  Am.  Dec.  768,  and  the  annota- 

L.  R.  5  H.  L.  606;  Clarke  v.  Hart,  tions,  772-778. 
6  H.  L.  Cas.  633;  Campbell's  Case,  srEdgerton,  etc.  Co.  v.  Croft,  69 

L.  R.  9  Ch.  1;  Kirk  v.  Norwill,  1  Wis.  256;  Westeott  v.  Minn.  Min- 

Term.    Rep.    118.      See,    however,  ing  Co.,  23  Mich.   145;   In  re  St. 

Lesseps  v.   Architects'  Co.,   4  La.  Lawrance  Steam  Boat  Co.,   44  N. 

Ann.  316,  where  it  was  held  that  J.  Law,  529. 

the  acceptance  of  certificates  at  as  Evans  v.  Philadelphia  Club, 
the  foot  of  which  was  printed  a  50  Pa.  St.  107;  Dickenson  v.  Cham- 
by-law  providing  for  forfeiture  ber  of  Commerce,  etc.,  29  Wis.  45, 
was  "a  tacit  acquiescence  in  and  9  Am.  Rep.  544;  Otto  v.  Journey- 
submission  to  the  by-law."  Cf.  ttien,  etc.  Union,  75  Cal.  308,  7  Am. 
Knight's  Case,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  321;  St.  Rep.  156. 
Perrin    v.    Granger,    30    Vt.    595;  so  Hyde  v.  Woods,   2   Saw.   655, 
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member  may  be  bound  by  amendments  to,  and  changes  of,  the 
rules  subsequently  made  in  accordance  with  existing  rules.*"  So 
that  a  member  can  not  complain  of  an  expulsion  fairly  conducted 
under  the  rules  of  the  association,  unless  they  be  against  natural 
justice.*^     It  is  necessary,  however,  that  a  member  should  have 


658;  affirmed  in  94  U.  S.  523;  Bel- 
ton  V.  Hatch,  109  N.  Y.  593,  4  Am. 
St.  Rep.  495;  Maxey's  Appeal,  9 
"Week.  N.  Cas.  441;  White  v. 
Brownell,  2  Daly,  329,  359,  4  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  162,  193;  Fischer  v. 
Raab,  57  How.  Pr.  87,  95;  Fltz  v. 
Muck,  62  How.  Pr.  69,  74;  Elsas 
V.  Alford,  1  City  Ct.  Rep.  123; 
Leech  v.  Harris,  2  Brewst.  571; 
Maxey's  Appeal,  9  Week.  N.  Cas. 
441.  "The  first  case,"  says  Mr. 
Leach  (Leach's  Club  Cases,  17), 
"where  the  power  of  expulsion 
from  a  club  was  discussed  in  a 
court  of  law  was  in  Hopkinson  v. 
Marquis  of  Exeter,  17  L.  T.  (N.  S.) 
368,  L.  R.  5  Eq.  63,  which  was  a 
suit  against  the  committee  of  a 
club,  from  which  H.  had  been  ex- 
pelled by  the  vote  of  a  general 
meeting,  praying  a  declaration 
that  so  long  as  he  should  conform 
to  the  rules  of  the  club  (which  he 
offered  to  do)  he  was  entitled  to 
participate  in  the  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  property  and  effects 
of  the  club,  and  in  its  rights, 
privileges  and  benefits,  and  also 
that  the  defendants  might  be  re- 
strained from  excluding  the  plalnt- 
ifE  from  such  rights  and  benefits, 
and  from  removing  his  name  from 
the  list  of  members.  The  expul- 
sion clause  provided  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  committee,  in  case 
any  circumstances  should  occur 
likely  to  endanger  the  welfare  and 
good  order  of  the  club,  to  call  a 
general  meeting,  and  in  the  event 
of  its  being  voted  at  that  meet- 
ing by  two-thirds  of  the  persons 
present  that  the  name  of  any 
member  should  be  removed,  he 
should  cease  to  belong  to  the  club. 
The  general  principles  were 
strongly  asserted  that   the   rules 


were  the  governing  contract  of 
the  association,  and  that  a  judi- 
cial or  guasi-judicial  office  was 
vested  by  the  rules  in  the  commit- 
tee and  the  general  meeting,  from 
which  in  ordinary  cases  there  was 
no  appeal.  The  only  limitation  on 
the  power  of  the  committee  or 
meeting,  being,  that  it  must  be 
bona  Jide,  and  not  arbitrarily  ex- 
ercised." 

■40  Note  to  Austin  v.  Searing,  69 
Am.  Dec.  674;  Poultney  v.  Bach- 
man,  31  Hun,  49. 

*i  Hopkinson  v.  Exeter,  L.  R.  5 
Eq.  63,  37  L.  J.  Ch.  73,  16  Week. 
Rep.  266;  Dawkins  v.  Antrobus,  17 
Ch.  Div.  615,  44  L.  T.  557,  29  Week. 
Rep.  511;  Richardson-Gardner  v. 
Freemantle,  24  L.  T.  81,  19  Week. 
Rep.  256;  Lyttleton  v.  Blackburn, 
33  L.  T.  641;  White  v.  Brownell, 
2  Daly,  329,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
162;  Olery  v.  Brown,  51  How.  Pr. 
92;  Fitz  v.  Muck,  62  How.  Pr.  69; 
Sperry's  Appeal,  116  Pa.  St.  391; 
Leech  v.  Harris,  2  Brewst.  571. 
"A  man  who  becomes  a  member 
of  a  Qlub,  binds  himself  by  a  writ- 
ten contract,  which  is  to  be  found 
in  the  rules  of  the  club.  Those 
rules  are  the  laws  from  and  by 
which  his  rights  and  duties  as  a 
member  are  to  be  ascertained  and 
governed.  If  those  rules  give  (as 
all  club  rules  do  give)  an  unlim- 
ited power  of  expulsion  to  the 
committee  or  to  the  general  body 
of  the  club,  the  exercise  of  that 
power  is  not ,  a  matter  for  the 
interference  of  the  law  courts, 
provided  that  the  power  be  exer- 
cised (i)  in  accordance  with  the 
letter  and  spirit  of  the  rules; 
(ii)  in  a  bona  fide  manner  and 
not  capriciously  or  oppressively; 
(iii)  in  a  fair  and  impartial  man- 
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assented  to  the  rules  of  the  association,  before  he  will  be  bound 
thereby  ;*^  and  while  ordinarily  a  member  in  joining  an  association 
is  presumed  to  know  and  to  assent  to  its  rules,^'  yet  it  has  been 
held  that  where  the  ceremony  of  expulsion  involved  a  battery, 
it  could  not  be  lawfully  performed  against  the  will  of  the  mem- 
ber to  be  expelled.**  The  power  to  expel  from  membership  in  a 
non-stock  corporation,  like  the  power  to  admit  to  membership,  is 
inherent  in  the  corporation.*'  Without  any  express  provision, 
the  power  exists  to  adopt  rules  or  by-laws  of  the  corporation  for 
expulsion  from  membership,*'  if  they  are  not  contrary  to  law.*'' 
The  by-laws  providing  for  expulsion  must  be  reasonable  and  not 
contrary  to  public  policy.*'  Thus,  where  under  statutory  power 
to  make  by-laws,  relative  to  expulsion  of  members,  a  medical  so- 
ciety expelled  a  member  for  violation  of  its  by-law  fixing  min- 
imum tariff  of  fees-  for  medical  service,  the  court  held  the  regula- 
tion to  be  void,  because  unreasonable,  and  contrary  to  law,  and 
to  public  policy.*"  And  a  by-law,  providing  for  expulsion,  is 
void  if  contrary  to  the  charter  or  general  law;'"  or  if  contrary 
to  the  settled  principles  of  law  upon  the  subject.^^    A  member 


ner  in  accordance  with  the  ordi- 
nary principles  of  justice." 
Leach's  Club  Cases,  45,  46.  See, 
also,  Lambert  v.  Addison,  46  L.  T. 
20;  Robinson  v.  Yates  City  Lodge, 
86  111.  598,  599;  Anacosta  Tribe  v. 
Murbach,  13  Md.  91,  71  Am.  Dec. 
625;  Osceola  Tribe  v.  Schmidt,  57 
Md.  98;  Karcher  v.  Supreme 
Lodge  Knights  of  Honor,  137 
Mass.  368,  372;  Burt  v.  Grand 
Lodge  P.  &  A.  M.  44  Mich.  208; 
People  ex  rel.  Corrigan  v.  Young 
Men's  Father  Matthew  Ben.  Soc, 
65  Barb.  357. 

42  Austin  V.  Searing,  16  N.  Y. 
112,  69  Am.  Dec.  665,  and  note, 
G73;  Leech  v.  Harris  (1869),  2 
Brewst.  571. 

43  Note  to  Austin  v.  Searing,  69 
Am.  Dec.  665,  16  N.  Y.  li2;  White 
V.  Brownell,  2  Daly,  329,  4  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  162. 

*4  State  V.  Williams,  75  N.  C. 
134. 

45  State  V.  Georgia,  etc.  Soc,  38 
Ga.  608,  95  Am.  Dec.  408;  Com- 
monwealth   V.    St.    Patrick,    etc. 


Soc,  2  Binn.  (Pa.)  441,  4  Am.  Dec. 
453. 

48  Child  V.  Hudson  Bay  Co.,  2 
P.  Wms.  207;  Bailey  v.  Associa- 
tion, etc.,  103  Tenn.  99,  46  L.  R.  A. 
501. 

47  Commonwealth  v.  Union 
League,  etc,  135  Pa.  St.  301,  20 
Am.  St.  Rep.  870;  Taylor  v.  Bd- 
son,  4  Cush.  (Mass.)  522;  Dick- 
enson V.  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
etc.,  29  Wis.  45,  9  Am.  Rep.  544. 

48  AUnutt  V.  Subsidiary,  etc. 
Court,  62  Mich.  110;  People  v. 
Medical  Soc,  24  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
570;  State  v.  Georgia  Med.  Soc, 
38  Ga.  608.  95  Am.  Dec.  408;  Otto 
V.  Journeymen,  etc.,  75  Cal.  308, 
7  Am.  St.  Rep.  156;  People  v.  New 
York,  etc.,  149  N.  Y.  401. 

49  People  V.  Medical  Soc,  etc.,  24 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  570. 

60  New  York,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Mc- 
Grath,  23  N.  Y.  209. 

51  Commonwealth  v.  St.  Patrick 
Soc,  2  Binn.  (Pa.)  441,  4  Am.  Dec. 
453. 
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may  be  expelled  for  an  offense  which  is  "in  direct  contravention 
of  the  purposes  for  which  the  charter  was  obtained.""  A  social 
club  may  expel  a  member  "for  a  wilful  infraction  of  its  rule,  or 
for  conduct  disorderly  or  injurious  to  the  interests,  or  hostile  to 
the  objects  of  the  association.^^ 

Good  faith.-^li  a  member  is  nominally  expelled  upon  alleged 
grounds  of  an  offense  which  would  authorize  his  expulsion,  but  is 
in  reality  expelled  for  an  offense  which,  by  the  rules  or  by-laws, 
is  punishable  only  by  a  fine,  he  will  be  reinstated  by  the  courts.^* 
"In  the  matter  of  expulsion,  the  society  acts  in  a  ^Mcwt- judicial 
character;  and  so  far  as  it  confines  itself  to  the  exercise  of  the 
powers  vested  in  it,  and  in  good  faith  pursues  the  methods  pres- 
cribed by  its  laws,  such  laws  not  being  in  viol^-tion  of  the  laws 
of  the  land,  or  any  inalienable  right  of  the  member,  its  sentence 
is  conclusive,  like  that  of  a  judicial  tribunal."'"  The  power  of 
expelling  a  member  from  a  corporation  belongs  only  to  the  so- 
ciety at  large,  unless  the  charter,  or  some  by-law  founded  on  it, 
transfers  this  power  to  a  select  few."'  A  religious  society,  incor- 
porated by  voluntary  association,  is  a  temporal  body,  and  distinct 
from  the  church  organized  from  it,  and  the  society  is  not  liable 
for  damages  sustained  by  one's  expulsion  from  the  church.'^  The 
member  of  a  church  corporation  cannot  be  expelled  for  refusal  toi 
take  a  sacrament,  in  accordance  with  the  forms  and  practice  of  a 
particular  church  or  sect.'*  Where  charges  are  preferred  against 
a  member,  who  is  apparently  of  unsound  mind,  his  failure  to  ap- 
pear and  answer,  is  not  excused  by  his  insanity,  and  the  associa- 
tion may  regularly  proceed,  according  to  its  laws,  to  convict  and 
punish  him  by  expulsion.'^     An  unjust  resolution  of  expulsion, 

52  People  V.  New  York,  etc.  135  Pa.  St.  301,  20  Am.  St.  Rep. 
Assn.,  18  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  271.  870;  Levy  v.  Magnolia  Lodge,  110 

53  Commonwealtli  v.  Union  Cal.  297;  Supreme  Council,  etc.  v. 
League,  etc.,  135  Pa.  St.  301,  20  Garrigus,  104  Ind.  133,  U  Am. 
Am.  St.  Eep.  870.  Rep.    298;     Spilman    v.    Supreme 

5*  Otto     V.      Journeymen,      etc.  Council,  157  Mass.  128. 
Union,  75  Cal.  308,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  se  Hassler   v.    Philadelphia    Mu- 

156.  sical  Assn.  (1884),  14  Phila.  233. 

55  Otto   v.   Journeymen   Tailors'  57  Hardin     v.     Detroit     Baptist 

Union,  75  Cal.  308,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  Church,  51  Mich.  137,  47  Am.  Rep. 

156;    Pitcher   v.   Board   of  Trade,  555. 

etc.,  121  111.  412;-  High  Court,  etc.  58  People  v.  St.  Franciscus  Soc, 

V.  Zak,   35  111.  App.   613,  136   111.  24  How.  Pr.   (N.  y.)   216. 
185;  Society  V.  Commonwealth,  52  59  pfeiffer     v.     Weishaupt,     13 

Pa.  St.  125,  91  Am.  Dec.  139;  Com-  Daly,  161. 
monwealth  v.  Union  League,  etc., 
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spread  upon  the  corporate  books,  is  a  libel,  and  any  member  offer- 
ing a  resolution  of  that  nature  for  adoption  at  a  corporate  meet- 
ing, is  liable  in  damages  for  libel."" 

Damages.-^K  member  wrongfully  expelled  is  entitled,  in  an 
action  against  the  corporation,  to  recover  damages  sustained  by 
reason  of  the  expulsion,  and  is  not  restricted  to  his  remedy  to 
compel  reinstatement."^ 

§  543-  (b)  Grounds  of  expulsion. — At  common  law  there  are 
two  sufficient  causes  for  the  expulsion  of  members,  to  wit,  the 
commission  of  an  indictable  offense,  or  a  violation  of  the  duties  of 
membership."^  "It  appears  to  be  well  settled  that,  when  the 
charter  of  a  corporation  is  silent  upon  the  subject  of  expulsion, 
or  grants  the  power  in  general  terms,  there  are  but  three  legal 


eopawcett  v.  Charles  (1835),  13 
Wend.  473.  Gf.  Adley  v.  Whit- 
stable  Co.  (1815),  19  Vesey,  304; 
Chase  v.  East  Tennessee,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1880),  5  Lea,  410. 

61  Ludowiski  v.  Polish,  etc.  Soc, 
29  Mo.  App.  337;  Republican,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Northwestern,  etc.  Press,  10 
U.  S.  App.  72,  51  Fed.  377;  Peyre 
V.  Mutual  Relief,  etc.,  90  Cal.  240. 

62Bagg's  Case  (1816),  11  Coke, 
94,  99;  Rex  v.  Town  of  Liverpool 
(1759),  2  Bur.  723,  732;  State  v. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  (1865),  20 
Wis.  63;  People  v.  New  York  Com- 
mercial Assn.  (1864),  18  Abb.  Pr. 
271;  People  v.  Chicago  Board  of 
Trade  (1867),  45  111.  112.  Cf. 
Smith  V.  Smith  (1813),  3  Desaus. 
Eq.  557;  Woolsey  v.  Independent 
Order,  etc.  (Iowa,  1883),  1  Am. 
&  Bug.  Corp.  Cas.  172;  Fisher  T. 
Keane  (1878),  11  Ch.  DIv.  353; 
Gardner  v.  Freemantle,  19  W.  R. 
256;  People  y.  New  York  Cotton 
Exchange  (1876),  8  Hun,  216; 
Dean  v.  Bennett,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  489. 
The  right  of  expulsion  from  as- 
sociations of  this  character  may 
be  based  and  upheld  upon  two 
grounds:  1.  A  violation  of  such  of 
the  established  rules  of  the  asso- 
ciation as .  have  been  subscribed 
or  assented  to  by  the  members, 
and  as  provide  expulsion  for  such 
violation.    2.  For  such  conduct  as 


clearly  violates  the  fundamental 
objects  of  the  association  and  if 
persisted  in  and  allowed  would 
thwart  those  objects,  or  bring  the 
association  into  disrepute.  Otto  v. 
Journeyman  Tailors'  P.  &  B. .  U. 
(1888),  75  Cal.  308,  7  Am.  St.  Rep. 
156,  159.  As  the  words  of  the 
usual  expulsion  clause — "conduct 
either  In  or  out  of  the  club" — 
imply,  the  conduct  for  which  the 
member  of  a  club  is  expelled,  need 
not  have  any  direct  connection 
with  the  club.  It  may,  indeed, 
be  a  circumstance  suggesting  mal- 
ice, if  the  conduct  which  forms 
the  ground  of  expulsion  is  not 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  give  "rea- 
sonable and  probable"  cause  for 
the  interference  of  the  committee 
or  club.  But  this  is  a  question  for 
the  jury  or  judge  sitting  as  a 
jury.  In  each  case;  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  proved  malice,  the  fact 
that  the  action  complained  of, 
neither  took  its  origin  in  the  club, 
nor  had  any  connection  or  refer- 
ence to  a  club,  is  not  a  reason 
against  the  exercise  of  the  discre- 
tionary power  vested  in  the  com- 
mittee by  an  expulsion  clause. 
Labouchere  v.  WharnclifEe,  13  Ch. 
Div.  346,  28  W.  R.  367,  41  L.  T. 
638 ;  see  review  of  this  case  in  Can- 
ada L.  Jour.,  Oct.  15,  1881,  381. 
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causes  of  disfranchisement :  (i)  Offenses  of  an  infamous  character 
indictable  at  common  law.  (2)  Offenses  against  the  corporator's 
duty  to  the  corporation,  as  a  corporation,  as  a  member  of  it; 
and  (3)  offenses  compounded  of  the  two.""'  Charter  power, 
given  in  general  terms,  to  suspend. or  expel  a  member,  does  not 
empower  tlie  corporation  to  expel  a  member  for  any  offense  not 
indictable,  or  which  does  not  affect  the  corporate  government,  or 
tend  to  defeat  its  objects.'*  If  the  offense  of  the  member  comes 
within  either  of  these  causes,  it  is  ground  for  expulsicm,  whether 
or  not  expressly  made  so  by  the  by-laws,  or  rules  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  although  they  specify  certain!  causes  for  explusion."' 
The  power  given  by  charter  to  expel  for  specific  causes  does  not, 
by  implication,  exclude  other  causes  as  ground  for'expvdsion.** 
When  the  offense  is  an  act  contrary  to  the  member's  duty  to  the 
corporation,  it  may  try,  convict  and  expel  him."'  In  Pennsylvania 
it  was  held  that  a  corporate  member,  charged  with  an  indictable 
offense,  could  not  be  expelled  in  advance  of  conviction  by  a  jury 
under  the  criminal  law."* 

Among  acts  which  have  been  held  to  justify  expulsion  from 
membership  in  non-stock  corporations,  are:  making  fraudulent 
charge  by  a  trustee  for  money  he  had  not  paid  f^  making  fraudulent 
pretense  of  sickness  in  order  to  obtain  benefits  as  a  member  of 
a  benefit  association;'"  refusal  of  a  board  of  trade  member,  to 
promptly  perform  a  contract,  and  although  it  was  not  enforceable, 
because  not  in  writing  as  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds;'^ 
enlisting  as  a  soldier  iri  active  service,  contrary  to  the  prohibition 
of  a  by-law  ;''^  violating  the  by-law  of  a  board  of  trade,  prohibiting 

63  State  V.  Chamber  of  Com-  68  Commonwealth  v.  St.  Patrlcfe 
merce,  20  Wis.  63;  Commonwealth  Benev.  Soc,  2  Blnn.  (Pa.)  441,  4 
V.   St.   Patrick,   etc.   Soc,  2   Binn.      Am.  Dec.  453. 

(Pa.)  441,  4  Am.  Dec.  453;  People  eg  Commonwealth  v.  Guardians,' 

V.  New  York,  etc.  Assn.,  18  Abb.  etc.,  6  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  469. 

Pr.    (N.  Y.)   271;   Evans  v.  Phila-  70  Society,      etc.     v.      Common- 

delphia  Club,  50  Pa.  St.  107.  wealth,  52  Pa.  St.  125,  91  Am.  Dec. 

64  State    V.    Chamber    of    Com-  139. 

merce,  etc.,  20  Wis.  63.  'i  Dickenson     v.     Chamber     of 

65  People  V.  New  York,  etc.  Un-  Commerce,  etc.,  29  Wis.  45,  9  Am. 
derwriters,  7  Hun  (N.  Y.),  248.  Rep.    544;   Lewis   v.    Wilson,    121 

66  Commonwealth  v.  St.  Patrick  N.  Y.  284;  People  v.  New  York, 
Benev.  Soc,  2  Blnn.   (Pa.)   441,  4  etc,  149  N.  Y.  401. 

Am.  Dec.  453.  ''2  Franklin,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Com- 

er Commonwealth  v.  St.  Patrick     monwealth,  10  Pa.  St.  357. 
Benev.  Soc,  2  Binn.   (Pa.)   441,  4 
Am.  Dec.  453. 
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the  gathering  in  any  public  place  near  its  exchange,  for  trading 
in  "futures,"  either  before  the  opening,  or  after  the  time  for  clos- 
ing ;''  fraudulently  altering  a  physician's  certificate,  in  order  to  in- 
crease "sick  benefits"  as  member  of  a  benefit  society  ;'*  allowance  of 
rebates  to  customers  contrary  to  rules  of  a  merchants'  exchange  ;^' 
charging  lower  rates  than  those  fixed  by  the  members  of  a  board 
of  fire  underwriters  ;^°  failure  to  pay  fine  or  assessment  expressly 
provided  by  contract  of  membership  in  a  benefit  association  ;'^  re- 
suming medical  practice,  contrary  to  agreement,  in  the  same 
locality  where,  as  member  of  a  medical  society,  he  had  sold  out 
his  practice;**  offer  by  member  of  a  medical  society  to  practice 
feither  as  allopath  or  homeopath,  as  might  be  desired  by  the 
patient.'*  It  has  been  held  that  original  disqualification  for  elec- 
tion to  membership  is  ground  for  subsequent  expulsion  there- 
from;*" but,  under  a  statute  in  a  New  York  case  of  such  dis- 
qualification, and  where  membership  was  obtained  under  false 
represefttations,  it  was  held  no  ground  for  expulsion  by  resolution 
of  the  corporation,  but  that  it  could  be  inquired  into  by  the  court, 
only  by  quo  warranto. ^'^  As  examples  of  acts  or  grounds  which 
hai/e  been  held  insufficient  to  justify  expulsion,  are  the  following : 
becoming  surety  on  the  official  bond  of  a  negro  elected  to  office, 
and  upon  bonds  of  negroes  charged  with  inciting  a  riot  ;*^  because 
the"  member's  political  views,  and  acts  as  a  politician,  are  distaste- 
ful to  the  other  members  of  the  medical  society  f^  using  offensive 
words  in  debate,  not  noticed  or  objected  to  until  a  subsequent 
meetitlg;**  advertising  a  particular  remedy  by  a  member  of  a 
medical  society  f^  refusing  to  join  in  a  labor  strike  ;*°  refusing  to 


T3  state  V.  Milwaukee,  47  Wis 
670. 

'*  Commonwealth  v.  Philan- 
tHroplc  Soc,  5  Binn.  (Pa.)  486. 

75  Jackson  V.  South  Omaha,  etc., 
49  Neb.  687. 

fs  People  v.  New  York  Board, 
etc.,  7  Hun  (N.  Y.),  248. 

TT  Muere  v.  Detroit,  etc.,  95 
Mich.  451;  State  v.  Stevedores, 
etc.  Assn.,  43  La.  Ann.  1098;  Med- 


79  Ex  parte  Paine,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
665. 

80  Beesley  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Assn., 
44  IJl.  App.  278;  Diligent  Fire  Co. 
V.  Commonwealth,  75  Pa.  St.  291. 

81  Pawcett  V.  Charles,  13  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  473. 

82  State  V.  Georgia  Med.  Soc,  38 
Ga.  608,  95  Aip.  Dec.  408. 

S3  State  V.  Georgia  Med.  Soc,  38 
Ga.  608,  95  Am.  Dec.  408. 


leal,    etc.    Co.    V.    Weatherby,    75  si  people  v.  American  Institute, 

Ala.    248;     Karcher    V.     Supreme  etc.,  44  How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   468. 

Lodge,  etc.,  137  Mass.  371;  White-  ss  people  v  .  Med.  Soc,  etc.,  32 

side  V.  Nyack,  etc.,  142  N.  Y.  585.  N.  Y.  187. 

7s  Barrow  v.  Mass.  Med.  Soc,  12  se  People  v.  N.  Y.  Benev.  Soc,  3 

Cush.  (Mass.)  402.  Hun      (N.     Y.),     361;      Otto     v. 
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take  sacrament  according  to  the  forms  and  practice  of  a  pr.rticular 
church,  or  sect  f  refusing  to  submit  a  controversy  to  the  arbitra- 
tion committee  of  a  board  of  trade,  after  instituting  suit  upon  it ;'" 
selling  his  seat  in  the  board,  after  the  managers  had  declared 
against  his  title  to  it  ;^°  refusing  to  pay.  the  award  of  an  arbitration 
committee,  on  the  ground  that  the  association  had  no  jurisdiction 
in  the  premises.""  But  a  member  does  not  forfeit  his  member- 
:ship  by  failing  to  pay  an  assessment  not  made  in  accordance  with 
the  constitution  of  the  order,  and  the  fact  that  the  assessment 
Tvas  made  in  accordance  with  a  custofn  of  which  he  is  not  shown 
to  have  had  knowledge,  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  his  expulsion 
for  non-payment  thereof."^ 

Waiver  by  the  corporation. — If  the  corporation  consents  to,  or 
acquiesces  in,  the  violation  of  a  by-law,  or  other  act  in  violation  of 
duty,  and  which  is  ground  for  expulsion,  the  corporation  thereby 
■waives  the  right  to  expel  the  member  for  that  act.°^ 

§  544.  (c)  Review  by  the  court. — If  the  member  was  expelled 
wrongfully,  contrary  to  good  faith,  and  in  violation  of  the  charter 
or  statute,  equity  will  interpose  to  reinstate  him.°''a'  Where  the 
constitution  or  by-law  of  a  voluntary  association  provide  for  ex- 
pulsion, a  court,  will  not  interfere  unless  it  appears  that  the  rules 
were  immoral,  contrary  to  public  policy,  or  in  contravention  of  the 
law  of  the  land,  that  the  rules  were  not  observed,  that  there  was 
.mala  iides  or  malice  in  arriving  at  the  decision,  or  that  the  decision 
was  made  without  notice  and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  ;"^  nor 

Journeymen  Tailors,  etc.,  75  Cal.  93  Note  to   Hiss  v.   Bartlett,   63 

"308,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  156.  Am.  Dec.  776;   note  to  Austin  v. 

87  People  V.  St.  Franciscus  Searing,  69  Am.  Dec.  677;  Nib- 
Benev.  Soc,  24  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  lack  on  Mutual  Benefit  Societies, 
"216.  §§    59-62;    Hutchinson   v.   Exeter, 

88  State  V.  Chamber  of  Com-  L.  R.  5  Eg.  63,  37  L.  J.  Ch.  173, 
merce,  20  Wis.  63.  16   Week.   Rep.    266;    Dawkins   v. 

89  People  V.  New  York  Cotton  Antrobus,  17  Ch.  Div.  615,  44  L.  T. 
Exchange,  8  Hun   (N.  Y.),  216.  557,  29  Week.  Rep.  511;    Gardner 

90  Savanah  Cotton  Exchange  v.  V.  Freemantle,  24  L.  T.  81,  19 
'State,  54  Ga.  668.  Week.   Rep.   256;    Karcher  v.   Su- 

91  Underwood  v.  Iowa  Legion  of  preme  Lodge  K.  of  H.  (1884),  137 
Honor,  66  Iowa,  134.  Mass.  368,  372,  where  Field,  J.,  de- 

92  Harmstead  v.  Washington  livering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
Tire  Co.,  1  Leg.  Gaz.   (Pa.)  392.  said  the  plaintiff's  intestate  "was 

92a  Otto     V.     Journeymen,     etc.  suspended  by  the  tribunal  which 

Union,  75  Cal.  308,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  he  had  chosen  to  determine  the 

156;  State  v.  Georgia  Med.  Soc,  38  question  according  to  the  rules  to 

■Ga.  608,  95  Am.  Deo.  408;   Savan-  which  he  assented  in  becoming  a 

3iah,  etc.  V.  State;  54  Ga.  668.  member,   and  he  received   notice 
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except  in  case  of  the  rules  being  against  natural  justice,  will  the 
court  pass  upon  their  reasonableness.'*  In  the  matter  of  expul- 
sion, the  society  acts  in  a  gwajj- judicial  character,  and  so  far  as 
it  confines  itself  to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  vested  in  it,  and  in 
good  faith  pursues  the  methods  prescribed  by  its  laws,  such  laws 
not  being  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  land  or  any  inalienable 
right  of  the  member,  its  sentence  is  conclusive  like  that  of  a  judi- 
cial tribunal.'"  The  decision  of  the  members  of  a  beneficial  so- 
ciety, or  of  a  tribunal  provided  for  by  its  laws,  as  to  the  claim 
of  a  member  to  benefits,  is,  within  the  general  rule  above  consid- 
ered, conclusive,  if  made  in  good  faith.''     The  courts  will,  how- 


of  the  proceedings.  The  action  of 
this  tribunal,  according  to  Its 
rules,  on  a  question  which  it  had 
authority  tO'  decide,  honestly 
taken,  after  the  requisite  notice 
to  him,  cannot  be  collaterally  re- 
viewed in  this  suit,  on  the  ground 
that  facts  existed,  which,  if 
brought  to  the  notice  of  the  tri- 
bunal, would  have  warranted  a 
diiferent  decision.  Grosvenor  v. 
United  Soc.  of  Believers,  118  Mass. 
78;  Dolan  v.  Court  Good  Samar- 
itan, 128  Mass.  437."  Lyttleton  v. 
Blackburn,  33  L.  T.  641,  45  L.  J. 
Ch.  219;  Lambert  v.  Addison,  46 
L.  T.  20;  White  v.  Brownell,  2 
Daly,  329,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  162; 
Olery  v.  Brown,  51  How.  Pr.  92; 
People  ex  ret  Gorrigan  v.  Young 
Men's  Father  Matthew  Ben.  Soc, 
65  Barb.  367;  Sperry's  Appeal, 
116  Pa.  St.  391;  Leech  v.  Harris, 
2  Brewst.  571;  Burt  v.  Grand 
Lodge  F.  &  A.  M.,  44  Mich.  208; 
Karcher  v.  Supreme  Lodge  K.  of 
H.,  137  Mass.  368,  372. 

9*  Note  to  Austin  v.  Searing,  69 
Am.  Dec.  672;  Hirschl  on  Frater- 
nities, 63;  Niblack  on  Mutual  Ben- 
efit Societies,  §  25;  Keblenbeck  v. 
Logeman,  10  Daly,  447,  448;  Elsas 
V.  Alford,  1  City  Ct.  Rep.  123. 

85  Otto  v.  Journeyman  Tailors' 
P.  &  B.  TI.  (1888),  75  Cal.  308,  7 
Am.  St.  Rep.  156,  159,  citing  Com- 
monwealth v.  Pike  Benevolent  So- 
ciety, 8  Watts  &  S.  250;  Burt  v. 
Grand  Lodge,  F.  &  A.  M.,  44  Mich. 


208;  Robinson  v.  Yates  City 
Lodge,  86  111.  598.  "It  is  clear 
that  every  member  has  contracted 
to  abide  by  that  rule,  which  gives 
an  absolute  discretion  to  two- 
thirds  of  the  members  present  to 
expel  any  member.  Such  discre- 
tion must  not  be  a  capricious  or 
arbitrary  discretion.  But  if  the 
decision  has  been  arrived  at 
tona  fide  without  any  caprice  or 
improper  motive,  then  it  is  a  judi- 
cial opinion  from  which  there  is 
no  appeal.  None  but  the  members 
of  the  club  can  know  the  little  de- 
tails which  are  essential  to  the  so- 
cial well-being  of  such  a  society  of 
gentlemen,  and  it  must  be  a  very 
strong  case  that  would  induce 
this  court  to  Interfere."  Hopkin- 
son  V.  Exeter,  17  L.  T.  Rep.  (N.  S.) 
368.  "Proprietary  Clubs,"  7  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  438.  The  question  of 
whether  the  moral  conduct  for 
which  a  member  is  expelled  was 
such  as  to  justify  his  expulsion 
cannot  be  reviewed  by  the  courts, 
unless  the  action  of  the  expelling 
committee  appears  to  have  been 
capricious  or  corrupt.  Loubat  v. 
Le  Roy,  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  1. 

98Fitz  V.  Muck,  62  How.  Pr.  69; 
Torrey  v.  Baker,  1  Allen,  120;  and 
see,  where  the  society  is  incorpo- 
rated, Anacosta  Tribe  v.  Murbach, 
13  Md.  91,  71  Am.  Dec.  625;  Os- 
ceola Tribe  v.  Schmidt,  57  Md.  98. 
The  right  of  different  persons: 
claiming  to   represent  a   subordi- 
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ever,  decide  whether  the  ground  for  expulsion  is  well  taken.*'' 
Accordingly,  a  member  of  an  unincorporated  association  who  is 
expelled  therefrom,  nominally  for  an  ofifense  which  would  war- 
rant expulsion,  but  in  reality  for  an  offense  which,  by  the  rules 
of  the  association,  is  punishable  only  by  fine,  will  be  reinstated  by 
the  courts.'*  In  an  important  case  in  New  York,  an  expelled 
member  of  the  Union  Club  of  New  York  City  brought  an  action 
to  have  the  resolution  of  expulsion  declared  null  and  void.  The 
government  of  the  club  was  in  charge  of  a  committee  which  had 
power  to  expel  members  from  the  club  by  ballot.  A  rule  de- 
clared that  the  proceedings  of  the  meetings  of  this  committee 
should  be  strictly  private,  and  it  was. held,  that  a  member  of  the 
committee  could  not  be  interrogated  as  to  what  took  place  within 
the  committee,  nor  as  to  his  reasons  for  his  vote,  nor  as  to  what 
he  deemed  proper  and  sufficient  ground  for  the  expulsion  of  a 
member ;  that  the  minutes  and  reports  in  writing  of  the  committee 
afforded  the  best  evidence  of  what  took  place  therein."' 

§  545'  (d)  Who  may  expel;  notice ;  hearing. — There  can  be  no 
valid  expulsion  except  by  an  authorized  tribunal  competent  to 
hear,  determine  and  sentence  to  loss  of  membership.^  The  power 
to  expel  is  in  the  whole  body  of  members  when  acting  as  the 
corporation,^  or  is  in  the  board  of"  directors  when  it  has  been 
delegated  to  them  by  the  corporation,^  either  in  the  absence  of  any 
restrictions  in  the  charter,  or  under  its  express  authority  to  so 
delegate  the  power.* 

Procedure  to  expel. — It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  act  of 
expulsion  of  a  member  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  waiver  by  the 
member  accused,  he  shall  have  a  hearing  or  trial  of  the  charge 

nate  lodge  of  an  order  are  to  be  Mass.  329,  50  Am.  Rep.  310;   State 

determined  by  the  constitution  of  v.  Trustees,  etc.,  5  Ind.  77. 

the  grand  lodge.     Chamberlain  v.  2  Hibernia  -  Fire   Engine   Co.   v. 

Lincoln,  129  Mass.  70.  Commonwealth,    93    Pa.    St.    264; 

97  otto   V.    Journeyman   Tailors'  Gray  v.  Christian  Soc.,  137  Mass. 

P.  &  B.  U.    (1888),  75  Cal.  308,  7  329,   50  Am.  Rep.   310;    Weber  v. 

Am.     St.    Rep.    156,     159,     citing  Zimmerman,  22  Md.  156. 

Hirsohl   on   Law  of  Fraternities,  a  people    v.    Women's    Catholic 

55;   Savannah  Cotton  Exchange  v.  Order,  etc.,  162  111.  78;  People  v. 

State,  54  Ga.  668.  Board  of  Trade,  etc.,  45  111.  112. 

88  otto   V.  Journeyman  Tailors'  *  Young  v.   Grand   Lodge,   etc., 

P.  &  B.  U.   (1888),  75  Cal.  308,  7  172     Pa.     St.     302;      People     v. 

Am.  St.  Rep.  156.  Women's  Catholic  Order,  162  111. 

99  Loubat  V.  Le  Roy,  65  How.  Pr.  78;   People  v.  Produce  Exchange, 

138,  40  Hun,  546.  149  N.  Y.  401;  Medical,  etc.  Co.  v. 

1  Gray    v.    Christian    Soc,    137  Weatherby,  75  Ala.  248. 
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against  him,  and  reasonable  notice  to  him  of  the  time  and  place 
of  hearingi." 

Notice  and  hearing. -~-Tht  notice  must  be  personal  and  inform 
him  of  the  charges  against  him,"  and  the  notice  and  trial  must  be 
as  provided  in  the  charter  and  by-laws.^  A  member  of  an  unin- 
corporated society  cannot  be  legally  expelled  without  notice  and  an 
opportunity  of  meeting  the  charges  preferred  against  him.*  It 
is  not  necessary  that  be  should  request  to  be  heard."  But  if  he 
has  been  fully  heard,  he  can  not  raise  technical  objections  not 
affecting  his  rights.^"  And  a  neglect  to  notify  the  member  of 
the  time  when  the  committee's  report  will  be  presented  and  con- 
sidered, will  not  necessarily  invalidate  the  expulsion  if  the  mem- 
ber has  been  fully  heard.^'  If,  however,  a  member  admits  the 
offense  warranting  his  expulsion,  it  is  then  not  necessary  that 
he  should  have  a  formal  hearing  and  trial,  because  he,  in  effect, 
pleads  guilty.'^  It  has  been  held  that  under  a  provision  of  the 
superior  body  of  a  benevolent  association,  guaranteeing  fair  hear- 
ing to  every  member  before  expulsion,  except  where  such  member 


5  Karcher  v.  Supreme  Lodge, 
etc.,  137  Mass.  368;  Connelly  v. 
Masonic,  etc.  Assn.,  58  Conn.  553, 
18  Am.  St.  Rep.  296;  Diligent,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Commonwealth,  75  Pa.  St. 
291;  Erd  v.  Bavarian,  etc.  Assn., 
€7  Mich.  233. 

6  Sibley  v.  Board,  etc.,  40  N.  J. 
Law,  295;  Wachtel  v.  Noah,  etc. 
Soc,  84  N.  Y.  28,  38  Am.  Rep.  478; 
Spilman  v.  Supreme  Council,  etc., 
157  Mass.  131;  Allnutt  v.  Sub- 
sidiary, etc.  Foresters,  62  Mich. 
110. 

^  Young  V.  Grand  Lodge,  etc., 
173  Pa.  St.  302;  Medical,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Weatherby,  75  Ala.  248. 

8  Knights  of  Honor  Supreme 
Lodge  V.  Johnson  (1882),  76  Ind. 
110;  Delacy  v.  Neuse  River  Nav. 
Co.  (1821),  1  Hawks  (N.  C),  274; 
Southern  Plank  R.  Co.  v.  Hixon 
(1854) y  5  Ind.  165;  Niblack  on 
Mutual  Benefit  Societies,  §  65; 
Innes  v.  Wylie,  1  Car.  &  K.  257; 
Labouchere  v.  Wharncliffe,  13  Ch. 
Div.  346;  Wachtel  v.  Noah 
Widows'  &  0.  Soc.  (1881),  84  N.  Y. 
28,  31,  where  Danforth,  J.,  said: 
"In  the  absence  of  any  agreement 


by  the  member  or  any  provision 
in  the  charter  or  by-laws,  for  a 
different  mode  of  service,  it  should 
be  made  personally,  as  required 
at  common  law,  where  the  object 
is  to  deprive  a  party  of  his  rights 
or  property;  or  If  that  can  be  dis- 
pensed with,  then  in  such  other 
mode  as  will  be  most  likely  to  ef- 
fect its  object;"  Pitz  v.  Muck,  62 
How.  Pr.  69,  74;  Downing  v.  St. 
Columba's,  etc.  Soc,  10  Daly,  262; 
notwithstanding  the  rules  do  not 
'expressly  provide  for  notice. 

9  Loubat  V.  Le  Roy,  40  Hun, 
546,  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  1. 

10  Loubat  V.  Le  Roy,  40  Hun, 
546,  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  1.  The  notice 
may  be  waived;  but  it  is  held 
that  the  accused  does  not  waive  it 
by  attending  a  meeting  and  enter- 
ing on  his  defense.  Downing  v. 
St.  Columba's,  etc.  Soc.  (1884),  10 
Daly,  262;  a  somewhat  question- 
able ruling. 

11  Loubat  V.  Le  Roy  (1885),  4& 
Hun,  546,  15  Abb.  N.  Cas,  1,  65 
How.  Pr.  138. 

i2Maxey's  Appeal,  9  Week.  N. 
Cas.  441. 
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has  been  expelled  from  the  subordinate  lodge  of  which  he  was  a 
member,  one  who  is  expelled  from  the  subordinate  lodge  may  be 
expelled  from  the  superior  body  without  notice."  A  member  of 
an  association  having  capital  stock  is  entitled  to  notice  of  a  pur- 
posed forfeiture  of  his  shares,  which  must  state  the  amount  due 
thereon,  the  time  within  which  payment  is  to  be  made  and  the 
place  of  the  forfeiture  sale,"  and  legal  tender  at  any  time  before 
actual  sale  will  entitle  the  shareholder  to  stay  or  set  aside  the 
forfeiture.^'  For,  notice, of  forfeiture  is  not  equivalent  to  actual 
forfeiture.  There  must  be  a  due  declaration  thereof  and  sale.^" 
If  a  certain  notice  is  prescribed  by  the  constitution  and  by-laws, 
the  forfeiture  is  invalid,  if  it  be  not  given  or  waived.^^  And 
where  the  rules  of  an  association  imply  that  notice  shall  be  given 
on  assessments  becoming  due,  there  can  not  be  a  forfeiture  of 
membership   for   non-payment  without  notice.^^     The   notice,   it 


JsPfelffer  v.   Joerges,  13  Daly, 
161. 

1*  Lake  Ontario,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mason,  16  N.  Y.  451;  Lexington, 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Chandler,  13  Met. 
311;  Mississippi,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Gaster,  40  Ark.  455;  Rutland,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Thrall  (1863),  35  Vt.  536, 
546,  where  it  was  held  that  the 
contents  of  the  published  notice 
is  material  upon  an  issue  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  forfeiture  sale, 
the  court  saying:  "The  subscriber, 
by  incorporating  this  [the  statu- 
tory requirement  of  notice]  into 
his  subscription,  secures  this  no- 
tice as  a  condition  precedent, 
without  compliance  with  which  he 
is  not  liable  to  suit.  Hence  proof 
of  a  publication  containing  notice 
of  these  facts  is  indispensable  to 
maintain  the  suit.  The  newspaper 
which  ^  contains  the  notice  is 
clearly  the  best  evidence  of  Its 
publication  and  contents."  Lex- 
ington, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Staples,  71 
Mass.  520;  Lewey's  Island  R.  Co. 
V.  Bolton,  48  Me.  451,  77  Am.  Dec. 
236;  Hearton  v.  Cincinnati,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  16  Ind.  275,  70  Am.  Dec. 
430;  8  Vic,  ch.  6,  §  30;  Knight's 
Case,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  321;  Birming- 
ham, etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Locke,  1  Q.  B. 
256;    Watson  v.   Eales.   23   Beav. 


294;  where  the  time  of  forfeiture 
was  stated  to  be  Monday  the  9th, 
that  date  falling  on  a  Friday, 
and  the  notice  held  insuflacient. 
Of.  Bangs  v.  Duckinfield,  18  N.  Y. 
592;  Schenectady,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Thatcher,  11  N.  Y.  102;  Eppes  v. 
Mississippi,  etc.  R.  Co.,  35  Ala. 
33;  New  Albany,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cormlck,  10  Ind.  49,  71  Am.  Dec. 
337.  As  to  railway  corporations, 
see  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140, 
§  7,  as  amended  by  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
1875,  ch.  108,  §  8. 

isjviltchell  v.  Vermont,  67  N.  Y. 
280,  holding  also  that  tender  of  a 
check  was  sufficient;  Walker  v. 
Ogden,  1  Biss.  287;  Sweeney  v. 
Smith,  L.  R.  7  Eq.  324. 

18  Water  Valley  Manuf.  Co.  v. 
Seaman,  53  Miss.  655;  Macon,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Vason,  57  Ga.  314;  Cock- 
erell  v.  Van  Dieman's  Land  Co., 
L.  R.  26  C.  P.  203;  Biggs'  Case, 
L.  R.  1  Bq.  309.  But  see  Knight's 
Case,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  321. 

17  Washington  Beneficial  Soc.  v. 
Bacher,  20  Pa.  St.  425. 

18  Covenant  Mut.  Benefit  Assn. 
V.  Spies,  114  111.  463.  Thus,  a  by- 
law of  a  benevolent  association, 
whose  members  had  pecuniary  in- 
terest therein,  made  provision  for 
a  fine.  In  case  of  a  member  fail- 
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seems,  should  be  served  personally,  if  the  constitution  or  by-laws 
do  not  provide  for  a  different  mode  of  service.^'  But  where  the 
intent  appears,  from  the  by-laws  of  a  mutual  aid  association,  to 
be  that  the  mailing  of  the  notice  of  an  assessment  shall  fix  the 
liability  of  the  member,  his  rights  may  be  forfeited,  although 
through  a  miscarriage  of  the  mail  the  notice  failed  to  reach  him.^" 
Where  a  by-law  of  a  mutual  relief  society  provides  for  notice  of 
assessments  by  the  local  secretary  to  members,  and  another  by-law 
declares  that  a  member,  by  a  failure  to  pay  after  notice  by  the 
general  secretary,  shall  forfeit  his  right  to  benefit;  a  member  is 
entitled  to  a  notice  from  both  secretaries,  and  a  card  on  which 
the  name  of  the  general  secretary  is  printed,  but  which  is  filled  up 
and  addressed  by  the  local  secretary,  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  notice  from  the  general  secretary.^^ 

§  546.  (e)  To  be  at  a  regular  meeting.  Inquiry. — A  member 
can  not  be  lawfully  expelled  at  an  irregular  meeting  of  which  he 
had  no  notice.^^  And  it  is  requisite  that  a  quorum  of  the  commit- 
tee be  present.^'  But  where  the  constitution  of  a  club  provides 
that  a  member  may  be  expelled  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  govern- 


ing to  give  notice  of  a  change  of 
residence.  Another  by-law  pro- 
vided that  notice  should  be  given 
to  each  member  who  should  be  six 
months-  In  arrears,  calling  his  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that  he  should 
be  stricken  from  the  roll  in  case 
he  should  not  pay  his  dues  in 
thirty  days.  A  member  chaqged 
his  residence  without  giving  no- 
tice, and  it  was  held  that  he  could 
not  be  expelled  without  a  per- 
sonal service  of  notice  upon  him, 
there  being  neither  agreement 
nor  provision  in  the  charter  or 
by-laws  for  a  different  mode  of 
service.  Wachtel  v.  Noah  Wid- 
ows' &  O.  Soc.  (1881),  84  N.  Y.  28, 
9  Daly,  476,  38  Am.  Rep.  478. 

19  Wachtel  v.  Noah  Widows'  & 
O.  Soc.  (1881),  84  N.  Y.  28,  31, 
38  Am.  St.  Rep.  478.  As  to  per- 
sonal service  of  notice,  service  by 
letter  and  by  publication,  see  fur- 
ther: Schenectady,  etc.  Plank 
Road  Co.  V.  Thatcher,  11  N.  Y. 
102;  Mississippi,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Gaster,    20   Ark.-  455;    Lexington, 


etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Chandler,  13  Met. 
311;  Lewey's  Island  R.  Co.  v. 
Bolton,  48  Me.  451,  77  Am.  Dec. 
236;  Knight's  Case,  2  Ch.  321; 
Birmingham,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Locke,  1  Q.  B.  256;  South  Staf- 
fordshire Ry.  Co.  V.  Burnside,  5 
Ex.  129;  Cockerell  v.  Van  Die- 
man's  Land  Co.,  26  L.  J.  C.  P.  203; 
Graham  v.  ,Van  Dieman's  Land 
Co.,  1  Hurl.  &  N.  541. 

20  Weakly  v.  Northwestern 
Benevolent,  etc.  Assn.,  19  111.  App. 
327. 

21  Payn  v.  Rochester  Mut.  Re- 
lief Soc,  17  Abb.  N.  Cas.  53. 

=2  Medical  &  Surgical  Soc.  v. 
Weatherby  (1885),  75  Ala.  248, 
where  It  was  held  also  that  de- 
claring a  member  to  have  for- 
feited his  membership  at  a  meet- 
ing other  than  the  one  specially 
designated  by  the  constitution  for 
the  purpose,  and  of  which  he  had 
notice,  Is  ground  for  a  mandamus 
to  compel  his  restoration. 

23Loubat  V.  Le  Roy  (1885),  40 
Hun,  546,  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  1. 
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ing  committee,  and  that  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  commit- 
tee shall  constitute  a  quorum,  a  two-thirds  vote  of  a  quorum  of  the 
committee  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  vote,  is  sufficient,  al- 
though vacancies  exist.^*  In  proceedings  for  the  expulsion  of  a 
member,  one  of  the  governors  of  the  club  is  not  disqualified  from 
taking  part  because  he  is  a  relative  of  the  member  whom  it  is 
sought  to  expel.^^  An  irregularity  under  the  by-laws,  in  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  committee  to  try  a  member,  is'  waived  by  the 
appearance  of  the  accused,  who,  having  knowledge  of  the  ir- 
regularity, does  not  object  thereto.^" 

Of  the  nature  of  the  inquiry  before  the  committee. — In  order 
to  disfranchise  a  member  of  a  voluntary  association,  the  offenses 
charged  must  be  stated  as  found  after  a  formal  investigation,  and 
not  rest  on  inference  alone.^^  Nor,  it  has  been  held,  has  a  society 
the  right  to  expel  a  member  merely  because  he  does  not  appear, 
and  without  proving  the  charges  against  him;  even  ifihe  does  not 
appear,  proof  should  be  required  of  his  offense.^*     But  while  the 


24Loubat  V.  Le  Roy  (1885),  40 
Hun,  546,  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  1. 

25Loubat  V.  Le  Roy  (1885),  40 
Hun,  546,  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  1. 

26  Sperry's  Appeal,  116  Pa.  St. 
391. 

27  Schweiger  v.  Voightlander  Be- 
nevolent Assn.  (1883),  13  PMla. 
113. 

28  People  ex  rel.  Corrigan  v. 
Young  Men's  Father  Matthew  Ben. 
Soc,  65  Barb.  357.  In  the  leading 
English  case  on  this  subject,  La- 
bouchere  v.  Wharnclifte,  13  Ch. 
Div.  346,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
after  reading  the  rule  of  the  club 
providing  for  expulsion  "after  in- 
quiry," said:  "The  committee  are 
not  to  form  an  opinion  without 
inijuiry.  They  are  not  to  take 
up  a  newspaper  and  see  that  A.  B. 
has  written  a  letter  which  they 
may  consider  scandalous,  or  that 
C.  D.  has  been  brought  up  in  a 
police  court  for  drunkenness." 
For  it  might  well  happen  that  the 
wrong  man  was  charged,  because 
it  was  well  known  that  men  had 
given  the  name  of  a  friend  or  an 
enemy.  Inquiry  meant  inquiry 
into    the    facts,     and    also    into 


whatever  excuse  or  reason  might 
be  given  by  the  member  whose 
conduct  Is  to  be  Inquired  into 
They  should  have  given  notice,  if 
they  could,  to  the  member  that 
his  conduct  was  about  to  be  in- 
quired into,  and  should  have 
given  him  an  opportunity  of  stat- 
ing his  case  to  them.  And  this  is 
not  merely  a  legal  interpretation 
of  the  rule,  but  is,  no  doubt,  what 
the  framers  of  the  rule  meant  to 
convey  by  it.  "Is  this  what  the 
committee  did?  All  they  did  was 
this — they  had  brought  before 
them  a  letter  written  by  the 
plaintiff  complaining  of  the  con- 
duct of  another  member  to  him  as 
being  injurious  to  the  club,  and 
they  had  also  brought  before  them 
a  newspaper,  of  which  the  plaint- 
iff was  the  proprietor,  containing 
a  letter  as  to  the  terms  of  which 
I  will  not  express  an  opinion.  But 
they  did  not  tell  Mr.  Labouchere 
tl^at  his  conduct  was  brought  be- 
fore them;  and  though  they  ad- 
journed their  meeting  to  a  future 
day,  and  wrote  him  a  letter  in  the 
meantime,  they  did  not  say:  'Your 
conduct    will    be    investigated   ai 
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committee  must  not  act  without  evidence,  yet  in  taking  evidence 
they  need  not  do  so  in  legal  form,  nor  are  they  obliged  to  take 
only  such  evidence  as  would  be  admissible  in  a  court  of  justice. 
They  may  take  cognizance  of  matters  of  public  notoriety  not 
directly  before  them,  and  though  they  may  "set  down  naught  in 
malice,"  yet  they  may  take  general  repute  into  account  in  aggra- 
vation of  any  act  then  before  them.  In  fact,  they  may  do — what 
a  court  of  justice  may  not^take  evidence  of  bad  character,  not 
only  for  the  purpose  of  passing  sentence,  but  also  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trial,  so  long  only  as  they  are  bona  fide  convinced  in  their 
own  minds  of  the  truth  of  the  facts,  and  are  so  convinced  as 
reasonable  beings.^" 

§  547.  (f)  Jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity. — It  is  an  ancient 
and  well  established  rtile  of  English  law  that  no  person  shall  be 
dispossessed  of  a  place  of  profit  or  honor,  or  be  deprived  of  rights 
which  he  has  acquired  by  contract  or  otherwise,  without  a  fair 


the  next  meeting,  and  we  shall 
consider  whether  you  ought  to  be 
turned  out  of  the  club,'  which  was 
what  they  had  to  consider.  Noth- 
ing of  the  sort.  They  wrote  him  a 
letter,  stating  his  letter  of  accu- 
sation of  the  4th  instant,  and  stat- 
ing that  a  committee  would  be 
held  to  consider  the  mater  of  the 
letter,  and  that  in  the  meantime 
he  must  undertake  not  to  make 
any  attack  on  any  member  of  the 
club  in  his  publication.  There 
was  really  no  inquiry.  Even  now 
I  am  unable  to  say  what  the  ex- 
act nature  of  the  charge  against 
Mr.  Labouchere  was.  Three  have 
been  suggested.  There  was  his 
conduct  as  regarded  the  matter  of 
the  assault,  or  alleged  assault; 
there  was  his  conduct  of  writing 
the  letter  to  Mr.  Lawson;  and 
there  was  his  conduct  of  publish- 
ing that  letter  in  Truth;  but  I  am 
in  the  dark  as  to  whether  any  one 
charge  singly,  or  the  three 
charges  together,  were  considered 
sufficiently  proved  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  meeting."  Inquiry 
there  did  not  appear  to  have  been 
of  any  sort  or  description,  either 
with  or  without  notice,  and  it  ap- 


peared to  him  that  the  committee' 
was  not  justified  in  acting  under 
Rule  20.  "I  state  this  for  the  in- 
formation of  the  committees  of  all 
clubs,  that  where  it  depen(is  on 
the  judgment  of  the  committee, 
where  there  is  no  power  of  ap- 
peal given  to  anybody,  it  is  most 
important  that  the  materials  on 
which  that  judgment  was  formed 
should  be  actually  asserted.  Of 
course,  that  could  only  be  done  by 
a  proper  inquiry,  with  notice  tO' 
the  accused,  and  taking,  I  do  not 
say  legal  evidence,  or  that  evi- 
dence not  strictly  legal  ought  not 
to  be  admissible,  but  taking  evi- 
dence as  to  the  question  of  the 
fact  before  them,  and  being  satis- 
fied in  their  own  minds,  at  all 
events,  of  the  truth  of  those  facts. 
That  was  not  done,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  the  committee  did  not  fol- 
low the  rule  at  all."  Labouchere 
v.  Wharncliffe,  13  Ch.  Div.  346,. 
28  W.  R.  367,  41  L.  T.  638.  See  re- 
view of  this  case  in  Canada  L. 
Jour.,  Oct.  15,  1881,  381. 

29  Leach's  Club  Cases,  45,  and- 
Labouchere  v.  Wharncliffe,  13  Ch. 
Dlv.  346,  quoted  in  preceding; 
note. 
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trial,  and  without  the  exercise  of  a  bona  Me  and  sound  discretion 
on  the  part  of  those  who  claim  the  power  so  to  dispossess  or  de- 
prive him.^"  It  has  been  said,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  source 
of  equitable  jurisdiction  is  in  some  infringement  of  the^  property 
rights  of  members;  that  while  the  court  will  interfere  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  property  rights  of  members  of  unincorpor- 
ated associations  in  all  proper  cases,  and  when  it  takes  jurisdiction, 
will  follow  and  enforce,  so  far  as  applicable,  the  ruks  applying 
to  incorporated  bodies  of  the  same  character,^^  yet  that  where  no 
property  rights  are  involved,  there  is  no  jurisdiction.^'' 

Grounds  of  equitable  intervention. — Only  courts  of  equity  have 
jurisdiction  of  unincorporated  societies,  and  it  is  with  reluctance 
that  they  will  exercise  it.^"  A  court  will  not  interfere  in  case  of 
a  partnership  merely  because  the  partners  do  not  agree,  and 
there  is  certainly  greater  reason  why  it  should  not  interfere  in 
case  of  other  associations  concerning  mere  internal  regula- 
tion and  discipline.'*  In  other  words,  the  court  will  not  interfere 
where  the  rules  are  reasonable,  and  have  been  strictly  observed, 
unless  it  be  shown  that  the  club  has  acted  maliciously  and  not 
in  good  faith.  It  is  not  for  the  court  to  say  whether  what  was 
done  was  right,  or  even  whether  the  decision  was  reasonable.'^ 
The  only  question  is  whether  it  was  done  bona  Me,  and  the  mere 
fact  that  the  decision  was  unreasonable  is  not  a  sufficient  ground 
for  interference,  unless  it  was  so  manifestly  absurd  and  idle  as  to 
show  a  want  of  good  faith.-'®  Accordingly,  a  court  of  equity  can 
not  decree  a  dissolution  and  distribution  because  of  an  unauthor- 
ized expulsion.'^     But  the  court  will  interfere  in  reference  to  the 

30  Willis  v.  Child,  13  Beav.  117;  pulsions,  will  be  found  considered 

Deane  v.  Bennett,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  489.  in  the  notes  to  Hiss  v.  Bartlett,  63 

siRlghy  V.  Connol,  14  Ch.  Div.  Am.  Dec.  776;  and  Austin  v.  Sear- 

482.  ing,  69  Am.  Dec.  665. 

32  Otto  V.  Journeyman  Tailors'  34  2  Lindley  on  Partnership, 
P.  &  B.  U.   (1888),  75  Cal.  308,  7  *466. 

Am.   St.   Rep.   156,   158;    Righy  v.  ss  ■Williams'    Forensic    Facts    & 

Connol,  14  Ch.  Div.  482,  49  L.  J.  Fallacies   (1885),  115. 

Ch.  328,  42  L.  T.  139;  Sale  V.  First  se -Williams'    Forensic    Facts    & 

Regular  Baptist  Church,  62  Iowa,  Fallacies   (1885),  115. 

26,    49    Am.   Rep.    136;    Burke   v.  37  Burke  v.  Roper,  70  Ala.  138; 

Roper,  79  Ala.  138.  Lafond  v.  Deems,  81  N.  Y.  507,  8 

33  See  note  to  Austin  v.  Searing,  Ahb.  N.  Cas.  344;  Fischer  v.  Raab, 
69  Am.  Dec.  665.  The  power  of  57  How.  Pr.  87,  94;  Thomas  v. 
unincorporated  societies  to  expel  Ellmaker,  1  Pars.  Sel.  Cas.  98. 
members,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  Contra,  Gorman  v.  Russell,  14  Cal. 
courts  to  interfere  concerning  ex-  531,  18  Cal.  688. 
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expulsion  of  members  from  societies  and  social  clubs,  where  the 
decision  of  the  association  can  be  shown  to  be  contrary  to  natural 
justice,  or  that  what  has  been  done  is  contrary  to  the  rules,  or 
that  there  has  been  malice  in  arriving  at  the  decision.'' 

§  548.  (g)  Remedy  for  unlawful  expulsion. — The  usual  rem- 
edy of  a  member  of  an  unincorporated  association,  who  is,  or  is 
about  to  be,  unlawfully  expelled,  is  by  injunction  to  restrain  the 
officers  of  the  association  or  other  members  from  interfering  with 
his  enjoyment  of  the  privileges  of  membership,  or  to  restrain  the 
threatened  resolution  of  expulsion.'"  Or,  if  the  member  has  been 
already  expelled,  mandamus  may  issue  in  a  proper  case  for  his 
reinstatement.*"     In  some  cases  wrongful  expulsion  may  be  en- 


38  otto  V.  Journeyman  Tailors' 
P.  &  B.  U.  (1888),  75  Gal.  308,  7 
Am.  St.  Rep.  156,  159,  citing 
Hirschl  on  Fraternal  Societies,  56; 
Dawklns  v.  Antrobus.  44  Lj.  T. 
557,  L.  R.  17  Ch.  Div.  615;  Lam- 
bert V.  Addison,  46  L.  T.  20.  "We 
are  referred  to  the  provision  of 
appellant's  constitution  which,  pro- 
vides that  'any  member  having  a 
grievance  shall  have  the  right  to 
lay  his  case  before  the  central 
body,  who  shall  take  action  there- 
on, and  whose  decision  shall  be 
final.'  No  doubt,  when  an  action 
is  properly  taken  in  the  manner 
indicated,  it  is  final  and,  the 
courts  will  not  interfere;  but 
when  under  the  guise  of  remedy- 
ing the  grievance  of  a  member, 
the  central  body  acts  in  bad 
faith  and  maliciously  makes  the 
subject  of  the  grievance  a  pre- 
text for  oppression  and  wrong,  its 
action  may,  however,  to  that  ex- 
tent, be  the  subject  of  review." 
Otto  V.  Journeyman  Tailors'  P.  & 
B.  IT.  (1888),  75  Cal.  308,  7  Am. 
St.  Rep.  156,  160. 

3D  Niblack  on  Mutual  Benefit  So- 
cieties, §  63;  Thomas  v.  Ellmaker, 
1  Pars.  Sel.  Gas.  98;  Fitz  v.  Muck 
(1881),  62  How.  Pr.  69,  73-75; 
Leech  V.  Harris  (1870),  2  Brewst. 
(Pa.)  571.  Cf.  Society  of  Italian 
Union,  etc.  v.  Montedonico  (Ky. 
1884),  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Gas.  22. 


But  an  injunction  to  restrain  a 
medical  society  has  been  refused 
In  Massachusetts.  Gregg  v.  Mas- 
sachusetts Medical  Soc.  (1872), 
111  Mass.  185.  Of.  "Law  of 
Glubs,"  by  Louis  Claude  Whiton 
(1883),  27  Alb.  L.  J.  326. 

*o  Black  &  White  Smiths'  Soc.  v. 
Vandyke  (1836),  2  Wharton  (Pa.), 
309;  Commonwealth  v.  German 
Soc.  (1850),  15  Pa.  St.  251;  Peo- 
ple V.  Saint  Francisco's  Benevo- 
lent Soc.  (1862),  24  How.  Pr.  216; 
State  V.  Carteret  Club,  40  N.  J. 
295;  People  v.  Medical  Soc.  of 
Brie  Go.  (1865),  32  N.  Y.  187; 
People  V.  New  York  Benevolent 
Soc.  (1875),  3  Hun,  361;  Medical, 
etc.  Soc.  V.  Weatherby,  75  Ala. 
248.  One  who  has  been  illegally 
expelled  from  an  unincorporated 
voluntary  benevolent  association 
may  maintain  an  action  against  its 
president  to  compel  restoration  to 
membership.  If  the  rules  of  the 
association  failed  to  provide  for 
notice  of  the  proceedings  for  ex- 
pulsion, they  were  unreasonable, 
and  the  member,  notwithstanding 
them,  was  entitled  to  notice  and 
to  an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 
Weekly  payments  which  the  mem- 
ber declared  himself  entitled  to  be- 
cause of  sickness,  and  of  which  he 
claimed  that  he  was  unjustly  de- 
prived during  the  period  of  his 
expulsion,  cannot,  however,  be  re- 
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joined  by  a  court  of  equity;*^  but  it  will  not  assume  jurisdiction 
unless  in  exceptional  cases,  rendering  its  interference  necessary 
inasmuch  as  the  expelled  member  generally  has  adequate  relief  at 
-law  by  mandamus.^" 

Mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  his  restoration  to  membership, 
where  a  member  has  been  expelled  without  sufficient  cause,*^  or 
without  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing,  or 
without  compliance  with  the  charter  and  by-laws,  in  such  case 
prescribed."  He  has  no  remedy,  however,  by  a  decree  of  dissolu- 
tion.*' And  if  the  expulsion  has  been  regular  and  authorized 
-by  the  charter  or  under  statute,  mandamus  will  not  issue.*"  Nor 
-will  one  be  reinstated  by  the  court  who  for  nineteen  years  has 
acquiesced  in  his  expulsion  from  the  membership  pf  a  corporation 
for  non-payment  of  corporate  dues.*^  In  another  case,  the  plain- 
tiff who,  six  years  before,  had  been  expelled  from  a  benevolent 
.society,  brought  suit  to  be  restored  to  membership.  It  appeared 
that  he  had  previously  sued  for  certain  benefits,  and  that  the 
suit  had  been  determined  against  him  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
been  expelled ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  former  suit  constituted  an 
•effectual  bar  to  his  proceeding  for  restoration  to  membership.*" 
The  legality  of  an  expulsion  is  not  to  be  collaterally  questioned.*" 

covered,    the    association,    in    the  45  Burke  v.  Roper,  79  Ala.  138; 

absence  of  fraud,  being  the  sole  Thomas  v.  Bllmaker,  1  Pars.  Sel. 

judges   of   the  propriety  of  mak-  Cas.  98;  Fischer  v.  Raab,  57  How. 

ing  such  payments.     Fitz  v.  Muck  Pr.  87,  94.    The  case  of  Gorman  v. 

(1881),  62  How.  Pr.  69.  Russell,  14  Gal.  531,  18  Gal.  688,  to 

<i  Albers     v.     Merchants'     Ex-  the  contrary,  is  opposed  to  prin- 

change,    etc.,    39    Mo.  /  App.    583;  ciple  and  authority. 

Hall   V.    Supreme   Lodge,   etc.,   24  is  Commonwealth  v.  Pike  Bene- 

-T'ed.     450;     Leech    v.     Harris,     2  flcial   Soc.    (1844),   8  Watts   &   S. 

Brewst.  (Pa.)  571.  247;   People  v.  Fire  Underwriters 

"Sturges    V.    Board    of    Trade,  (1876),  7  Hun,  248. 

-etc.,   86   111.  441;   White  v.  Brow-  it  Bostwick  v.  Detroit  Fire   De- 

nell,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  162;  Gregg  partment,  49  Mich.  513. 

V.  Mass.  Med.  Soc,  111  Mass.  185,  is  Bachmann     v.     New     Yorker 

15  Am.  Rep.  24.  Deutscher     Arbeiter      Bund,      13 

43  otto  V.   Journeymen,   etc.,   75  Abb.  N.  Cas.  54,  64  How.  Pr.  442. 

■Gal.  308,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  156 ;  State  '  is  Black  &  White  Smiths'  Soc.  v. 

V.  Georgia  Med.  Soc,  95  Am.  Dec  Vandyke  (1836),  2  Wharton  (Pa.), 

408;  Sibley  v.  Board,  etc,  40  N.  J.  309;  Commonwealth  v.  Pike  Bene- 

Law,  295;   People  v.  Musical,  etc.  flcial   Soc.    (1844),   8  Watts   &   S. 

Union,  118  N.  Y.  101;    Meurer  v.  247;   Society  for  the  Visitation  of 

Detroit,  etc.  Assn.,  95  Mich.  451.  the  Sick  v.  Meyer   (1866),  52  Pa. 

4*  Delacy   v.    Neuse    River,    etc.  St.   125,   131.     Cf.   Commonwealth 

Co.,  1  Hawks   (N.  C),  274,  9  Am.  v.   Oliver    (1849),  2  Parson's  Sel. 

Dec.  636;  People  v.  Mechanics'  Aid  Cases,  420,  426. 
.Soc,  .22  Mich.   86. 
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In  a  GoHateral  proceeding  the  courts  will  not  inquire  into  the 
regularity  of  the  proceeding  in  the  expulsion  of  a  member  of  an 
incorporated  Ijenefit  society,  where  notice,  trial  and  expulsion  were 
voted  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  charter  and  by- 
laws."" 

The  remedy  within  the  association  to  he  exhausted  before  ap- 
plication to  the  court. — So  long  as  the  government  is  fairly  and 
honestly  administered,  those  who  have  grievances  should  be  re- 
quired in  the  first  instance  to  resort  to  the  remedies  for  redress 
provided  by  the  rules  and  regulations.^^  Thus,  a  broker  having 
been  suspended  as  a  member  of  the  stock  exchange,  on  his  con- 
fession of  insolvency,  can  not  be  reinstated,  or  maintain  any  claim 
against  the  association,  except  in  accordance  with  its  rules,  and 
where  they  provide  an  ample  remedy,  equity  will  not  relieve.'*^ 
For,  if  the  constitution  or  by-laws  provide  a  remedy  within  the 
association  for  a  suspended  or  expelled  member,  then  he  must 
avail  himself  of  that  remedy  before  he  can  ask  the  courts  to  in- 
terfere."' And;  at  all  events,  he  will  be  obliged  to  exhaust  the 
remedies  provided  for  by  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  as- 
sociation, before  he  can  appeal  to  th'e  courts."*  He  must  first, 
within  the  organization  itself,  exhaust  all  his  remedies  by  appeal 
or  otherwise,  and  although  the  appellate  body  is  a  corporation 
of  another  .State ;""  but  a  resort  to  that  remedy  is  excused  if  it 

50  Black,  etc.  Soc.  v.  Vandyke,  365,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  162,  1-99; 
2  Whart.  (Pa.)  309,  30  Am.  Dec.  Lafond  v.  Deems,  81  N.  Y.  507,  8 
263.  Abb.  N.  Cas.  344;  Niblack  on  Mut- 

51  Lafond  v.  Deems,  81  N.  Y.  ual  Benefit  Societies,  §§  130,  131; 
507,  514,  8  Abb.  N.  Cas.  344,  349;  Chamberlain  v.  Lincoln,  129  Mass. 
per  Miller,  J. .  70 ;    Karcher    v.    Supreme    Lodge 

62Moxey  v.   Philadelphia   Stock  K.    of    H.,    137    Mass.    368,    372; 

Exchange,  14  Phila.  185.  Oliver  v.  Hopkins,  144  Mass.  175; 

53  Screwmen's    Benef.    Assn.    v.  Poultney  v.  Bachman,  31  Hun,  49; 

Benson  (Tex.  1890),  13  S.  W.  Rep.  McAlees  v.  Supreme  Sitting  Order 

379,  holding  that  where  the  con-  of  Iron  Hall   (Sup.  Ct.  Pa.  1888), 

stitution  of  a  charitable  corpora-  12    Cent.   Rep.   415;    McCallion  v. 

tion    reserves    to    a    member    ex-  Hibernia    Savings    &    Loan    Soc. 

pelled    by   the   board   of   trustees  (1886),  70  Cal.  163,  per  McKee,  J. 

the  right  to  appeal  to  the  mem-  b4  Poultney  v.  Bachman,  31  Hun, 

bers  of  the  corporation  at  a  cor-  49;    McAlees   v.    Supreme   Sitting 

porate    meeting    mandamus    will  Order    Iron    Hall    (Sup.    Ct.    Pa. 

not  issue  in  favor  of  an  expelled  1888),  12   Cent.  Rep.  415;    Oliver 

member    who    has    taken    no    ap-  v.  Hopkins,  114  Mass.  175. 

peal  from  the  action  of  the  board,  ss  Grosvenor  v.  United  Soc,  etc., 

though  the  order  of  expulsion  may  118    Mass.    78;     ZelifC    v.    Grand 

be    contrary    to    law    and    void;  Lodge,   etc.,   53   N.    J.   Law,   536; 

White   v.   Brownell,   2   Daly,   329,  Karcher  v.   Supreme   Lodge,   etc.. 
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be  clearly  useless.'"  Thus,  an  adverse  vote  of  fourteen  members 
of  a  conlmittee  of  twenty  justifies  the  expelled  member  in  applying 
to  the  court  before  making  a  motion  before  the  committee  to  re- 
consider their  determination."  But  an  abolition  of  the  right  of 
appeal  does  not  excuse  the  member  from  exhausting  his  remedy 
within  the  association  before  applying  to  the  courts  when  it  does 
not  appear  that  an  appeal  would  have  been  necessary.'* 

§  549.  (h)  Expulsion  ipso  facto  terminates  membership. — 
Under  a  law  which  makes  the  non-payment  of  assessments  for  a  i, 
given  period  after  notice  operate  as  a  suspension  ipso  facto,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  suspension  be  judicially  determined  by  any 
judiciary  of  the  order.''  Thus,  when  the  by-laws  of  an  associa- 
tion provided  that  if  a  member  should  neglect  for  thirty  days  to 
pay  assessments  or  dues,  his  membership  should  cease  and  de- 
termine without  notice,  and  his  claims  upon  the  association  be 
forfeited  it  was  held  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  for  re- 
covery of  an  assessment,  the  payment  of  which  had  been  thus 
neglected,  as  the  membership  was  ipso  facto  terminated. °°  But 
where  the  constitution  of  a  voluntary  medical  society  provided  that 
if  the  annual  dues  were  not  paid  by  a  certain  time  the  defaulter 
should  forfeit  his  membership ;  that  of  this  he  should  be  duly 
notified  by  the  secf eta:rY ;  that  notice  of  the  requirement  should  be 
served  each  year,  and  that  on  reading  the  roll  of  members  any 
such  defaulter  should  be  immediately  stricken  from  the  roll, — it 
was  held  that  non-payment  of  the  dues  at  the  si>ecified  time,  was 
not  ipso  facto  a  forfeiture  of  membership."^  In  respect  of  re- 
ligious associations,  it  has  been  held  that  a  person,  who,  being  a 
contributor,  is,  under  the  canons  of  the  church  of  the  New  Jersey 
diocese,  entitled  to  vote  at  parish  meetings,  is  not  affected  as  to 
that  right  by  the  vestjry's  resolution  to  receive  no  further  contribu- 
tions from  him."^ 

§  550-  (i)  Suspension. — A  person  suspended  from  member- 
ship is  thereby  debarred  from  exercising  the  fights  and  enjoying 
the  privileges   and  benefits  incident  thereto."^     The  penalty   of 

13Y  Mass.  368;  Reno  Lodge,  etc.  v.  eo  McDonald   v.   Ross-Lewin,    20 

Grand  Lodge,  etc.,  54  Kan.  73.  Hun,  87. 

56  Loubat   V.   Le   Roy,   40    Hun,  ei  Medical  &  Surgical  Society  v. 

546;   reversing  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  1.  Weatherby    (1883),    75    Ala.    248, 

B7  Loubat   V.    Le   Roy,   40    Hun,  per  Somerville,  J. 

646;   reversing  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  1.  e 2  state    v.   Trinity   Church,    45 

08  Lafond  v.  Deems,  81  N.  Y.  507.  N.  J.  230. 

09  Btirgraefe      V.      Knights      of  «3  Knights    of    Honor    Suprenie 
Honor,  22  Mo.  App.  127.  Lodge  v.  Abbott,  82  Ind,  1;   Bor- 
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suspension  is  frequently  imposed  upon  members  of  lodges  and 
mutual  benefit  societies  for  delinquency  in  non-payment  of  dues. 
And  it  is  held  that  the  beneficiaries  of  a  member  of  a  benevolent 
society,  who  stands  suspended  for  non-payment  of  assessments, 
by  operation  of  the  laws  of  the  society,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
can  not  recover  on  the  benefit  certificate  on  the  ground  that  the 
subordinate  lodge  of  which  he  was  a  member  had  continued  to 
treat  him  as  a  member,  and  to  treat  his  unpaid  dues  to  the  supreme 
lodge  as  dues  payable  to  the  subordinate  lodge,  for  which  it  had 
extended  him  credit.**  These  cases  turn  largely  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  by-laws  of  the  lodge  or  order.  In  a  Minnesota 
case  the  by-laws  of  a  benevolent  association  provided  that  a  mem- 
ber who  should  fail  to  pay  an  assessment  should  be  suspended, 
but  that  a  payment  within  three  months  should  reinstate  him; 
and  another  provision  of  the  by-laws  provided  for  the  action  of 
the  association  in  cases  where  members  delinquent  for  more  than 
three  months  should  desire  to  pay  and  obtain  x  restoration  of  their 
rights.  A  member  delinquent  for  less  than  three  months,  paid 
an  assessment  while  on  his  death-bed,  and  it  was  held  that  his- 
rights  were  thus  restored  without  action  on  the  part  of  the  as- 
sociation.'^  Where  a  by-law  of  a  benevolent  society  provided  that 
any  subordinate  lodge  in  arrears  should  stand  suspended,  and  no- 
death  benefit  should  be  paid  if  a  death  occurred  during  the  sus- 
pension, it  was  held  that  the  by-law  was  not  to  bte  construed  as 
cutting  off  the  right  to  receive  the  benefit,  except  during  tlie  con- 
tinuence  of  the  suspension."* 

§  551.  Fines  imposed  by  by-laws. — By-laws  of  a  non-stock 
corporation  may  provide  for  imposing  reasonable  fines  upon  its 
members,  for  violation  of  its  rules.*"  Such  a  by-law  is  void,  if 
ex  post  facto  or  unreasonable,  or  if  the  fine  is  excessive."^ 

B. 

SHAREHOLDERS  IN  STOCK  COMPANIES. 

§  552.  Relations  of  the  stockholders  towrard  the  corpora- 
tion.— A  stockholder  may  be  creditor  of  the  corporation  and 

graefe  v.  Knights  of  Honor,  22  ce  Knights  of  Honor  Supreme 
Mo.  App.   127;    Manson  v.   Grand      Lodge  v.  Abbott,  82  Ind.  1. 

Lodge,  30  Minn.  509.  <"  Hassey  v.    Gallagher,   61   Ga. 

64Borgraefe      v.      Knights  of      86,  49  Am.  Dec.  604. 

Honor,  22  Mo.  App.  127.  ««  Pulford  v.  Fire  Dept.,  etc.,  31 

15  Manson   v.    Grand   Lodge,  30      Mich.  458;  Lynn  v.  Freemansburg, 

Minn.  509.  etc.,  117  Pa.  St.  1. 
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take  security  the  same  as  may  a  stranger  to  the  corporation."'  He 
may  sue  and  be  sued  by  the  corporation,  in  the  same  way  as  any 
other  person.'"  He  is  not  bound  by  admissions  of  the  corpora- 
tion.'^ "The  property  of  a  corporation  is  not  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  individual  members,  whether  acting  separately  or  jointly. 
They  can  neither  incumber  nor  transfer  that  property,  nor  author- 
ize others  to  do  so.  The  corporation — the  artificial  being  created — 
holds  the  property,  and  alone  can  mortgage  or  transfer  it;  and 
the  corporation  acts  only  through  its  officers,  subject  to  the  con- 
ditions prescribed  by  law.""  A  stockholder  has  an  insurable  in- 
terest in  the  corporate  property .''  He' is  a  competent  witness  in 
a  contract  made  by  the  corporation,  where  he  took  no  part  in  its 
negotiation,  and  although  the  other  party  to  the  contract  is  dead.'* 
He  can  not  serve  as  judge,  where  the  corporation  is  a  party  to 
the  suit.'^  Nor  can  he  act  as  juror  in  a  suit  by  or  against  the 
corporation.'"  At  common  law,  the  stockholders  have  exclusive 
power  to  make  the  by-laws,  and  may  delegate  the  power  to  the 
directors,  but  riot  the  exclusive  power."  They  have  exclusive 
power  to  authorize  the  increase  or  decrease  of  capital  stock,  to 
elect  the  board  of  directors,"  to  authorize  amendment  of  the 
charter,  and  they  may  dissolve  the  corporation  without  express 
legislative  authority,  unless  the  corporation  owes  special  duties 
to  the  public,  as  in  case  of  railways.  They  can  transact  no  busi- 
ness as  a  body  except  at  duly  called  corporate  meetings.  .Votes, 
or  consents  elsewhere  given,  are  invalid  and  void.''  Increase  or 
decrease  of  the  capital  stock  can  be  carried  into  effect  only  by 
authority  of  the  stockholders  given  at  a  corporate  meeting.*" 
The  stockholder  can  not  change  the  board  of  directors  during 

69  Moore   v.   Universal,   etc.'  Co.  'o  McLaughlin  v.  Louisville,  etc. 

(1899),  122  Mich.  48.  Co.  (1896),  100  Ky.  173. 

TO  Richardson  v.   Oliver    (1900),  7?  North,  etc.  Co.  v.  Bishop,  103 

105   Fed.   277;    Biggs   v.   Elliston,  Wis.  492  (1899);  Brunkerhoft,  etc. 

etc.  Co.  (1896),  93  Va.  404.  Co.  v.  Home  Lumber  Co.    (1893), 

71  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Phcenix,  118   Mo.   447;    Alters   v.    Journey- 
etc.  Co.,  113  Fed.  629.  men,    etc.    Assn.    (1892),    19    Pa. 

72  Humphreys  v.  McKlssock,  140  Super.  Ct.  272. 

TJ.  S.  304  (1891).  78Durkee  v.  People  (1895),  155 

73  Riggs  V.  Commercial,  etc.  Ins.      111.  354. 

Co.   (1890),  125  N.  Y.  7.  79  De  La  Vergne,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ger- 

7* Banking,  etc.  Co.  v.  Road,  132  man,  etc.  Inst.    (1899),  175  TJ.   S. 

Mo.  256  (1896).  40;  Duke  v.  Markham  (1890),  105 

7B  Buena    Vista,    etc.    Bank    v.  N.  C.  131. 

Grler  (1901),  114  Ga.  398;  Adams  so  Newport,   etc.  Co.  v.  Mimms 

V.  Minor  (1898),  121  Cal.  372.  (1899),  103  Tenn.  465. 
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the  term  for  which  elected.*"^  A  stockholder  can  not  be  deprived 
of  his  right  to  equal  dividends  with  other  stockholders,  or  of  his 
right  to  vote.  He  can  not  be  fined  for  violation  of  the  by-laws.*" 
Acceptance  of  amendment  to  the  charter  must  be  made  by  the 
stockholders.*'  By  unanimous  consent,  the  stockholders  may 
voluntarily  dissolve  a  solvent  corporation.**  And  if  the  corpora- 
tion be  insolvent,  or  in  contemplation  of  insolvency,  it  may  be 
dissolved  by  a  majority  of  the  stockholders.*'  The  stockholders 
can  not  make  contracts  for  the  corporation.  They  can  do  no  cor- 
porate act.  The  directors  represent  them  and  they  only  can  do 
an  executive  aet.*°  Even  though  one  person  own  all  the  stock  of 
a  corporation,  he  can  not  act  as  if  he  were  the  corporation.*' 
The  stockholders  have  no  power  to  elect  the  president  or  other 
officers  of  the  board  of  directors.  The  directors  only  have  that 
authority.**  The  stockholders  can  not  make  any  corporate  con- 
tract. It  is  the  exclusive  province  of  the  directors,  in  their  discre- 
tion to  make  any  contracts  for  the  corporation,  within  the  express 
or  implied  corporate  power.  The  stockholders  can  not  direct  the  use 
of  money  received  on  new  issue  of  stock.*'  They  can  not  make  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.'"  They  have  no  power 
to  sell  the  corporate  property."^  A  deed  of  conveyance  of  cor- 
porate property  by  a  stockholder,  who  owns  all  the  capital  stock, 
conveys  no  good  title  to  the  property."^  The  corporation  may 
contract  with  its  stockholders  as  freely  as  with  any  other  persons."* 
The  stockholder  may  be  a  creditor  of  the  corporation  and  take 
security  for  his  debt  as  freely  as  may  any  other  creditor.     The 

81  Powers  V.  Blue,  etc.  Assn.,  86  »»  Jones  v.   Concord,  etc.  R.  R. 
Fed.  Rep.  705  (1898).  (1891),  67  N.  H.  119. 

82  Monroe,    etc.    Assn.   v.   "Webb  so  Rogers    v.    Pell     (1898),    154 
(1899),  40  N.  Y.  App.  Dlv.  49.  N.  Y.  518;  De  La  Vergne,  etc.  Co. 

83  Hope    Ins.    Co.    v.    Beckman  v.  German,  etc.  Inst.    (1899),  175 
(1870),  47  Mo.  93.  TJ.  S.  40. 

s*Kessler    v.    Continental,    etc.  oi  Rough    v.    Breltung     (1898), 

Co.  (1890),  42  Fed.  258.  117  Mich.  47. 

86  Price  V.  Holcomb    (1893),   89  osparker   v.    Bethel    Hotel    Co. 

Iowa,  123.  (1896),  96  Tenn.  252;  Buffalo,  etc. 

86  Colorado,  etc.  Co.  V.  American,  Co.    v.    Medina,    etc.    Co.    (1900), 
etc.  Co.   (1899),  97  Fed.  843;   Sell-  162  N.  Y.  67. 

ers  V.  (Jreer   (1898),  172  111.  549;  sa.Gordon  v.  Preston    (1833),  1 

Solomon    v.    Barber     (1897),     58  Watts    (Pa.),   385;   Moore  v.  Uni- 

Kan.  419.  versa!,  etc.  Co.   (1899),  122  Mich. 

87  Chase   v.    Michigan,    etc.    Co.  48;   Richardson  v.  Olivier  (1900), 
(1899),  121  Mich.  631.  105  Fed.  277;  Martin  v.  Eagle,  etc. 

88Walsenberg     Water     Co.     v.      Co.   (Oreg.  1902),  69  Pac.  216. 
Moore  (1899),  5  Colo.  App.  144. 
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Stockholder  has  no  title  to  any  of  the  property  or  business  profits 
of  a  corporation  during  its  corporate  existence,  except  upon  dec- 
laration of  a  dividend,  or  to  a  distributed  share  of  its  property, 
upon  dissolution  of  the  corporation  and  payment  of  its  debts."* 
Where  a  corporation  conveyed  property,  providing  in  the  deed 
that  upon  certain  happening  the  land  "should  revert  to  the  stock- 
holders, their  heirs  and  assigns,"  it  nevertheless  reverts  to  the 
corporation."^  The  stockholder  and  the  corporation  may  sue  and 
be  sued  by  each  other  at  law  or  in  equity  under  like  circumstances 
as  other  persons."' 

Admissions  or  declarations  of  the  stockholders  or  of  the  cor- 
poration, do  not  bind  one  another,  merely  because  of  their  relations 
as  corporation  and  stockholders,  or  as  between  the  stockholders 
themselves."''  Stockholders  are  not  personally  liable  for  corporate 
debts."^  The  stockholder  has  no  power  as  agent  to  bind  the  cor- 
poration by  his  acts  or  contracts,  merely  because  he  is  a  stock- 
holder.°°  A  stockholder  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the  corpora- 
tion, and  may  recover  upon  the  policy  an  amount  equal  to  his 
interest.''"a 

§  553-  Fiduciary  relations  and  dealings  between  the  cor- 
poration and  its  stockholders. — The  relation  between  members 
and  the  corporation  is  not  such  as  to  prevent  dealings  between 
them.  The  stockholder  is  not  a  trustee  of  the  corporation,  even 
when  he  owns  a  majority  of  the  stock,  and  he  may  deal  with  it 
through  its  officers,  or  agents,  as  he  might  deal  with  any  stranger 
to  the  corporation,  provided  he  is  not  at  the  time  acting  as  a 
corporate  officer,  or  agent  in  the  transaction.^  A  stockholder, 
unlike  an  officer,  is  not  precluded  by  the  fact  that  he  is  personally 

94Lockhart     v.     Van     Alstyne  ssaRiggs    v.    Commercial,    etc. 

(1875),  31  Mich.  76.  Ins.  Co.  (1890),  125  N.  Y.  7. 

95  Pettit  V.  Stuttgart,  etc.  In-  i  Lexington,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
stitute    (1900),  67  Ark.  430.  Page,    17   B.   Mon.    (Ky.)    412,    66 

96  Biggs  V.  Elliston  Dev.  Co.  Am.  Dec.  165;  Rogers  v.  Nash- 
(1896),  93  Va.  404;  American,  etc.  ville,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  91 
Co.  V.  Phoenix,  etc.  Co.  (1902),  113  Fed.  299;  Langston  v.  Greenville, 
Fed.  629.  etc.   Co.,   120  N.  C.   132;    Interna- 

9T'Wilgus  V.  Germain  (189€),  72  tional,    etc.   Co.   v.   McMcrran,   73 

Fed.  Rep.  773,  Mich.  467;  Gamble  v.  Queens,  etc. 

98Gorder  v.  O'Connor  (1898),  56  Co.,  123  N.  Y.  91;  Kingman  &  Co. 

Neb.  781.  V.  Cornell,  etc.  Co.,  150  Mo.  282; 

99  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Bridges  Fox  v.  Mackay,  125  Cal.  57;   Rus- 

(1893),   57  Fed.  753;   Grand  Rap-  sell  v.  Rock,  etc.  Co.,  184  Pa.  St. 

ids,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  etc.  Co.  102. 
(1891),  45  Fed.  671. 
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interested  from  voting  for  a  contract  or  other  business  measure 
at  a  meeting  of  the  corporation.^  While  it  cannot  be  laid  down 
as  a  general  rule  that  the  members  of  a  corporation  occupy  a 
fiduciary  relation  toward  one  another  which  forbids  all  transac- 
tions by  which  any  of  them  may  gain  an  advantage  over  others,* 
yet  there  are  circumstances  under  which  a  quasi  trust  relation  has. 
been  held  to  exist,  and  where  equity  will  interfere,  on  the  one 
hand,  to  require  an  accounting  from  any  member  seeking  to  gain 
an  unfair  advantage  over  the  whole  body  of  members,*  and  on 
the  other,  to  restrain  a  majority  of  the  company  from  overriding^ 
a  dissenting  minority." 


2  Bjorngaard  v.  Goodhue  County 
Bank,  49  Minn.  483;  Gamble  v. 
Queens,  etc.  Company,  123  N.  Y. 
91. 

sGillett  V.  Bowen  (1885),  23 
Fed.  Rep.  625.  In  Appeal  of 
Sohaaber  (Pa.  1889),  17  Atl.  Rep. 
209,  on^  F.,  who  was  the  principal 
stockholder  in  an  ice  company, 
and  also  the  president  of  a  water 
company,  and  a  large  stockholder 
therein,  procured  the  adoption  of 
a  resolution  at  a  stockholders' 
meeting  authorizing  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  water  company  to 
lease  its  dam  to  the  newly-created 
ice  company  for  ice  purposes.  Im- 
mediately thereafter  the  stock- 
holders elected  a  new  board  of 
directors,  consisting  of  F.  and 
others,  who  were  interested  in  the 
ice  company,  in  place  of  the  old 
board,  consisting  of  plaintiffs  and 
others.  The  lease  was  accordingly 
made  by  the  new  board.  Both  be- 
fore and  after  making  it  plaint- 
iffs were  given  an  opportunity  and 
were  urged  to  take  stock  in  the 
ice  company,  but  they  declined; 
after  that  company  had  become  a 
success,  however,  they  sued  to  can- 
cel the  lease.  But  their  bill  was 
dismissed. 

4  Thompson  v.  Meisser  (1884), 
108  111.  359,  where  a  shareholder 
attempted  to  discharge  his  lia- 
bility by  an  assignment  of  claims 
against    the    company    which    he 


had  bought  up  at  a  discount.  In 
Aultman's  Appeal  (1883),  98  Pa. 
St.  505,  where  certain  stockhold- 
ers of  an  insolvent  corporation 
brought  its  property  at  a  public 
sale,  it  was  held  that  they  were- 
not  entitled  to  any  advantage  over 
other  stockholders  in  respect 
thereof,  and,  there  being  no- 
laches,  they  would  be  held  to  ac- 
count to  such  other  stockholders 
for  profits  realized.  Cf.  Myers  v. 
Scott  (1888),  50  Hun,  603,  where 
the  complaint  alleged  that  plaint- 
iffs were  stockholders  in  a  rail- 
way construction  company  which, 
under  a  contract  with  a  company 
whose  road  it  had  constructed, 
held  land-grant  bonds  secured  by 
mortgages,  which  it  proposed  to 
divide  among  its  members  and 
then  dissolve;  that  the  lands 
were  to  be  appraised,  and  taken 
by  the  bondholders  at  their  ap- 
praised value,  thus  securing  equal- 
ity of  rights;  but  that  bonds  had 
been  issued  by  the  officers  of  the 
company  under  which  such  officers 
and  others  had  derived  unfair 
benefits,  and  appropriated  valu- 
able unappraised  portions  of  the 
lands,  leaving  plaintiffs  and  other 
shareholders  inferior  lands.  It 
was  decided  that  the  facts  alleged 
entitled  plaintiffs  to  protection 
and  redress. 

5  Brvin  v.   Oregon,   etc  Co.,   20 
Fed.  577  (1884). 
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§  554-     Rights  and  powers  of  stockholders.— The  rights  and 
powers  of  stockholders  are  very  few  and  barren.'    As  stated  by 
Judge  Wood,  they  are :     "To  meet  at  stockholders'  meetings,  to 
participate  in  the  profits  of  the  business ;  and  to  require  that  the 
corporate  property  and  funds  shall  not  be  diverted  from  their 
original  purpose.     If  the  company  becomes  insolvent,  it  is  the 
right  of  the  stockholders  to  have  the  property  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  its  debts.     I  do  not  know  any  other  rights,  except  in- 
cidental ones,  subsidiary  and  auxiliary  to  these.   "Of  course,  the 
stockholder  has,  ordinarily,  the  right  to  a  certificate  of  his  stock,, 
to  transfer  it  on  the  company's  books,  and  to  inspect  these  books. 
For  the  invasion  of  these  rights,  by  the  officers  of  the  company,, 
he  may  sue  at  law,  or  in  equity,  according  to   the  facts  in  the 
case."'     Their  rights  are  meager,  unless,  in  the  articles  of  in- 
corporation and  by-laws,*  they  have  by  wise  foresight,  preserved 
substantial  rights  and  some  power  of  self-protection,  against  spoli- 
ation and  plunder  at  the  hands  of  the  managing  officers  of  the 
corporation,  from  whom  they  have  the  right  to  expect  the  greatest 
measure  of  protection;  but  who,  on  the  contrary,  are  a  greater 
danger  to  the  stockholders  than  is  their  liability  to  third  persons,. 
or  their  danger  of  loss  by  reason  of  perils  of  the  business  ven- 
ture.    Shareholders  seldom  recognize  these  dangers  before  en- 
tering into  membership.     "This  subject  is  the  most  practical  one 
connected  with  the  subject  of  corporation  law.     The  methods  of 
perpetrating  ind  concealing  fraud,  and  perpetuating  power  on  the 
one  hand,  and  the  mode  of  detecting  and  relieving  against  it,  on 
the  other,  has  resulted  in  producing  a  system  of  rules,  making  up 
in  volume,  probably  one-third  of  the  subject. of  corporation  law." 
"The  real  remedy  lies  in  the  prevention;  first,  by  provisions  in 
the  articles  of  association  for  the  calling  of  special  meetings  to 
remove  officers ;  second,  powej-  in  the  same  body  and  in  the  same 
manner  to  declare  dividends  and  require  their  payment;  third,. 
a  more  rigid  criminal  code  in  reference  to  this  class  of  vandalism.''"" 
Stockholder's  right  to  his  stock. — The  shareholder's  right  to  his. 
shares  is  as  inviolable  as  is  any  other  right  in  property,  and  can 
no  more  be  taken  away  or  lessened  against  the  will  of  the  owner, 

« 
8  Wheeler  v.  Pullman  I.  &  S.  Co.,         s  Park     v.     Grant     Locomotive- 
143  111.  197.  Works,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  114. 

T  Wood,  J.,  in  Forbes  v.  Mem-  9  Andrew's  American  Law,  p. 
phis,  etc.  R.  Co.,  2  Woods,  C.  C.  586,  sees.  496,  497;  Hunter  v.  Roh- 
323.  erts,  etc.,  83  Mich.  63. 
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than  can  any  other  right,  unless  power  is  reserved  in  the  first 
instance  when  it  enters  into  the  constitution  of  the  right.^" 

§  555-  Rights  and  powers  incident  to  membership. — Unless 
otherwise  provided  by  charter  or  statute,  the  stockholders  or 
members,  acting  by  vote  of  the  majority,  elect  or  appoint  the  of- 
ficers or  agents  to  act  for  the  corporation.  This  power  is  inherent 
or  implied.^''  The  principal  rights  and  powei-s  of  the  members 
are,  to  meet  and  elect  directors,^*  to  accept  or  reject  applicants 
for  admission,'^^  and  to  prescribe  by-laws  for  the  government  of 
the  body  corporate  •^''  to  inspect  the  corporate  books  '^^  to  receive 
such  portion  of  the  profits  of  the  enterprise  as  the  directors  may 
deem  it  advisable  to  distribute  as  dividends  ;^°  to  hold  the  directors 
and  officers  accountable  for  any  breach  of  the  trust  committed  to 
them.^"     Though  the  stockholders  or  members  can  not  control 


10  Kent  v.  Quicksilver  M.  CO. 
(1879),  78  N.  Y.  159. 

13  Beardsley  v.  Johnson,  121 
N.  Y.  224;  Commonwealth  v.  Gill, 
3  Whart.  (Pa.)  228;  "Wright  v. 
Commonwealth,  109  Pa.  St.  560; 
Protection  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Foot, 
79  111.  361;  Hurlbut  v.  Marshall, 
62  Wis.  590. 

,1*  Tide  infra,  Coepoeate  Meet- 
ings, §§  663-685.  See  "Jurisdiction 
of  Equity  to  Enjoin  Corporate 
Elections,"  by  James  L.  High,  3 
So.  L.  Rev.  (N.  S.)  211.  "The  di- 
rectors are  elected  by  the  stock- 
holders, and  manage  all  their  af- 
fairs, in  virtue  of  the  power  con- 
ferred by  the  election.  The  stock- 
holders impart  no  authority  to 
them,  except  by  electing  them  as 
directors.  But,  we  are  told,  and 
are  told  truly,  that  the  authority 
is. given  in  the  charter.  The  char- 
ter authorizes  the  directors  to 
manage  all  the  business  of  the 
corporation.  But  do  they  act  as 
Individuals,  or  in  a  corporate  char- 
acter? If  they  act  as  a  corporate 
body  then  the  whole  law  applies 
to  them  as  to  other  corporate 
bodies.  It  they  act  as  individuals 
then  we  have  a  corporation  which 
never  acts  in  its  corporate  char- 
acter, except  in  the  instances  of 
electing  its  directors,  or  instruct- 
ing them.  The  corporation  pos- 
sesses   many    important    powers. 


and  is  as  a  corporation  to  per- 
form many  important  acts, 
scarcely  one  of  which  is  to  be , 
performed  in  a  corporate  char- 
acter. They  are  all  to  be  per- 
formed by  agents,  acting  as  indi- 
viduals under  general  powers  con- 
ferred by  the  charter."  Bank  of 
the  United  States  v.  Dandrldge 
(1827),  12  Wheat.  64,  113. 

iBYide  supra,  §  539;  Sutton 
Hospital  Case,  10  Coke,  30;  Child 
V.  Hudson's  Bay  Co.,  2  P.  Wms. 
207;  Mathews  v.  Associated  Press^ 
136  N.  Y.  333,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  741. 

"People  V.  Kip  (1822),  4 
CoWen,  382,  note;  Kearney  v.  An- 
drews (1854),  10  N.  J.  Bq.  70; 
People  V.  Crossley  (1873),  69  111. 
195;  Carroll  v.  MuUanphy  Savings 
Bank  (1880),  8  Mo.  App.  249,  253; 
Juker  V.  Commonwealth  (1853), 
20  Pa.  St.  484;  Commonwealth  v. 
Woelper  (1817),  3  Serg.  &  R.  29; 
Newling  v.  Francis  (1789),  3 
Term  Rep.  189.  Gf-  Samuel  v. 
Holladay  (1869),  1  Woolw.  400; 
Beach  on  Railways,  §  405. 

18  Beach  on  Railways,  §§  406- 
410.     Tide  supra,  §§  111-114. 

19  Tide  supra,  Dividends,  §§  433- 
467e. 

20  Beach  on  Railways,  §§  412- 
414.  See  Annotation  of  Cook  v. 
Sherman  (1882),  20  Fed.  Rep. 
167,  181,  by  J.  R.  Harper. 
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the  directors  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  them  by 
the  charter  or  general  law,^^  they  can  not  repudiate  any  act  done 
by  authority  of  the  stockholders  which  they  had  power  to  author- 
ize.^^ Stockholders  may  restrain  the  corporation  from  ultra  vires 
or  illegal  acts  f^  and  in  extreme  cases,  where  the  directors  refuse 
to  act  in  the  matter,  may  bring  and  defend  suits  in  the  corporate 
name.^* 

§  556.  Participation  in  corporate  management. — As  a  gen- 
eral rule  the  members  or  stockholders  of  a  corporation  have  no 
right  to  participate  directly  in  the  management  of  its  ordinary 
affairs. ^°     These  are   committed   to  trustees   or  directors,   who, 


21  Hunt  V.  American  Grocery 
Go.,  80  Fed.  70,-  McCuUough  v. 
Moss,  5  Denio  (N.  Y.)  567;  Wal- 
lamet,  etc.  Co.  v.  Kittridge,  5 
Sayry.  44. 

22  Smith  V.  Wells  Manuf .  Co., 
148  Ind.  333. 

23  Leslie  y.  Lorillard  (1886),  40 
Hun,  392;  Leonard  v..  Spencer 
(1888),  108  N.  Y.  388. 

2*Beacli  on  Railways,  §§  415^ 
418.  Annotations:  of  Cook  v.  Sber- 
man  (1882),  20  Fed.  Rep.  167,  182, 
by  J.  R.  Harper.  T-his  subject  will 
be  treated  In  a  subsequent  chap- 
ter. 

25  "A  comnaercip.1  or  other  busi- 
nes  corporation  is  constituted  for 
the  specific  purpose  of  suing  and 
being  sued;  granting  and  receiv- 
ing, buying  and  selling,  and  doing 
other  business  in  a  corporate 
name  and  capacity  totally  distinct 
from  that  of  any  or  all  of  its  mem- 
bers considered  as  individuals.  A 
corporation  is,  a  person.  Its  prop- 
erty is  not  the  property  of  its 
stockholders.  Its  rights  are  not 
their  rights.  They  have  only  an 
indirect  interest  therein.  The 
rights  of  a  stockholder  are,  to 
meet  at  stockholders'  meetings,  to 
participate  ia  the  profits  of  the 
business,  and  to  require  that  the 
corporate  property  and  funds 
shall  not  be  diverted  from  their 
original  purpose.  If  the  company 
become  insolvent,  it  is  the  right 
of  the  stockholders  to  have  the 
property  applied  to  the   payment 


of  its  debts.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
other  rights,  except  incidental 
ones,  subsidiary  or  auxiliary  to 
these.  Of  course  a  stockholder 
has  ordinarily  a  right  to  a  cer- 
tificate for  his  stock,  to  transfer 
it  on  the  company's  books,  ajid>  to 
inspect  these  books.  For  the  in- 
vasion of  these  rights  by  the  offi- 
cers of  the  company,  he  may  sue 
at  law,  or  in  equity,  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  case."  Forbes 
V.  Memphis,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1872),  2 
Woods,  331.  "Corporate  powers 
are  usually  distinguished  into  leg- 
islative, electoral  and  administra- 
tive in  private  corporations  ag- 
gregate, though  sometimes  all  of 
the  members  act  immediately  in 
the  administration  of  its  affairs. 
Usually,  for  the  saJie  of  conven- 
ience, the  direct  management  is 
intrusted  by  the  charter  to  certain 
officers  or  board  of  managei's 
elected  by  the  members  at  large, 
though  deriving  their  ordinary 
powers  from  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion. These  officers  exercise  the 
legislative  and  administrative 
functions;  the  former  in  the  in- 
stitution of  by-laws  for  the  gen- 
eral government  of:  the  company, 
the  latter  in  the  superintend- 
ence and  execution  of  its  general 
business.  In  other  instances  a  se- 
lect few,  representing  all  tteose  in- 
terested in  the  object  of  the  as- 
sociation, are  erected  into  and 
invested  with  all  the  powers  of 
a  corporation;   and  sometimes  se- 
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within  the  scope  of  their  authority,  act  independently  of  the  mem- 
bers/" throughout  the  term  for  which  they  were  elected."  A 
■single  stockholder  can  not  make  a  valid  contract  in  the  corporate 


lected '  branches  are  divided  into 
distinct  classes.  When  the  corpo- 
Tate  existence  is  devolved  on  a 
"board  of  officers,  they  not  only 
wield  the  whole  corporate  author- 
ity, but  may  apply  for  and  agree 
to  radical  changes  in  the  Instru- 
ment to  which  they  owe  the  cor- 
porate being.  When  such  a  board 
is  separated  into  integral  parts 
occupying  distinct  positions,  both 
■must  concur  in  any  act  having  for 
its  object  an  alteration  In  the 
fundamental  law,  though  In  the 
exercise  of  the  ordinary  powers 
of  a  corporation  they  act  jointly 
and  are  governed  by  a  majority  of 
the  united  bodies.  These  in  their 
capacity  of  managers  have  no  au- 
thority either  to  call  for  or  to  as- 
sent to  a  change  in  the  corporate 
constitution  but  by  the  agreement 
of  a  majority  of  the  corporators." 
■Commonwealth  v.  Cullen  (1850), 
13  Pa.  St.  113. 

20  Beach  on  Railways,  §§  468- 
471;  Conro  v.  Port  Henry  Iron  Co. 
(1851),  12  Barb.  27;  McCullough 
T.  Morse  (1846),  5  Denio,  567; 
Railway  Company  v.  AUerton 
(1873),  18  Wall.  233;  Union  Gold 
Mining  Co.  v.  Rocky  Mountain 
Nat.  Bank  (1875),  2  Colo.  565;  In 
re  Wheeler  (1866),  2  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  361;  Gashwiler  v.  Willis 
(1867),  33  Cal.  11;  Park  v.  Grant 
Locomotive  Works  (1885),  40  N.  J.  . 
Eq.  114,  117,  the  court  saying:  "In 
cases  where  the  power  of  the  di- 
rectors of  a  corporation  is  with- 
out limitation,  and  free  from  re- 
straint, they  are  at  liberty  to  ex- 
orcise a  very  liberal  discretion  as 
"to  what  disposition  shall  be  made 
of  the  gains  of  the  business  of  the 
corporation.  Their  power  over 
them  is  absolute  so  long  as  they 
act  in  the  exercise  of  an  honest 
judgment.  .  .  .  And  their  de- 
termination  In   respect    to   these 


matters,  if  made  in  good  faith  and 
for  honest  ends,  though  the  result 
may  show  that  It  was  injudicious, 
is  final,  and  not  subject  to  judi- 
cial revision;"  Fleckner  v.  United 
States  Bank  (1823),  8  Wheat.  338; 
Whitwell  V.  Warner  (1848),  20  Vt. 
425;  Rldgway  v.  Farmers'  Bank 
(1824),  12  Serg.  &  R.  256;  Metho- 
dist Episcopal  Church  v.  Sher- 
man (1874),  36  Wis.  404;  Salem 
Bank  v.  Gloucester  Bank  (1820), 
17  Mass.  1,  28,  29,  where  a  distinc- 
tion is  drawn  between  the  powers 
of  directors  and  those  of  corpo- 
rate officers,  the  former  being,  it 
Is  said,  the  agents  of  the  company, 
while  the  latter  are  its  servants. 
"The  duties  of  both,"  the  court 
continued,  "are  pointed  out  by 
statute,  or  prescribed  in  the  by- 
laws, which  are  the  promulgated 
will  of  the  company.  Acting 
within  the  limits  of  the  authority 
thus  given,  the  company  is  liable 
for  their  acts;  but  beyond  these 
limits  they  cannot  bind  their 
principals;"  Loi^lslana  v.  Bank  of 
Louisiana  (1834),  6  La.  Ann.  745; 
Bank  of  Kentucky  v.  Schuylkill 
Bank  (1846),  1  Parson's  Sel.  Cas. 
180,  235.  Cf.  People  v.  Metro- 
politan Ry.  Co.  (1881),  26  Hun, 
82;  Howland  v.  Myer  (1850),  2 
Sandf.  Super.  Ct.  186,  affirmed  3 
N.  Y.  290;  ^tate  v.  Curtis  (1874), 
9  Nev.  325;  Union  Mutual,  etc. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Keyser  (1855),  32  N.  H. 
313;  Black  V.  Delaware,  etc.  Co. 
(1871),  22  N.  J.  Eq.  130. 

2T  Ordinarily  the  shareholders 
have  no  power  to  remove  directors 
before  the  explratioil  of  their 
term.  Imperial,  etc.  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Hampson  (1882),  23  Ch.  Div.  1,  7. 
In  a  late  case  In  West  Virginia,  a 
bill  by  certain  stockholders  for 
themselves  and  others  alleged  that 
the  president  and  manager  had 
abused  his  trust,  that  a  majority 
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■name;^^  and  the  directors  may  disregard  specific  directions  from 
the  members  respecting  matters  committed  generally  to  their 
control.  The  court  will  not  compel  compliance  therewith,  even 
at  the  suit  of  a  majority  of  the  members.^" 

§  557-  Holding  shares  gives  the  stockholder  no  title  to  the 
property. — Though  the  stockholders  generally  furnish  the  capi- 
tal,^" they  have  no  control  over  it,"  or  of  any  legal  title  to 
the  property  of  the  corporation.  The  control  of  the  corporate 
property  is  in  the  directors  and  not  in  the  stockholders.  The  bare 
fact  that  a  man  holds  share's  in  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation 
gives  him  no  legal  title  to  the  property  of  the  corporation.  That 
remains  in  the  corporation  and  not  in  the  shareholders.^^     The 


of  the  directors  and  stockholders 
were  his  near  kinsmen,  and  some 
of  them  resided  at  a  distance  and 
allowed  him  to  select  the  proxy  to 
Tote  their  stock;  that  they  refused 
to  allow  a  committee  appointed  to 
examine  the  books  to  employ  an 
expert;  that  at  a  meeting  to  elect 
directors  some  of  them  withdrew 
and  broke  up  the  meeting,  and 
afterwards  gave  notice  of  another 
meeting  to  elect  five  directors, 
ignoring  the  fact  that  three  had 
already  been  elected,'  was  held  in- 
suflBcient,  as  showing  neither  that 
these  directors  and  stockholders 
Tiad  acted  fraudulently  or  in  wil- 
ful disregard  of  their  duties,  nor 
that  a  majority  of  them  had  dis- 
abled themselves  from  acting  in 
the  premises,  nor  that  they  had 
been  legally  called  on  to  act  and 
liad  refused  to  do  so.  Rathbone  v. 
Parkersburg  Gas  Co.  (W.  Va. 
1889),  8  S.  B.  Rep.  570.  If  under 
the  charter  or  statute,  the  share- 
holders have  power  to  remove  di- 
rectors for  cause,  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  interfere  with  their  dis- 
cretion. Inderwick  v.  Snell,  2 
Mac.  &  G.  216  (1850);  nor  enjoin 
a  meeting  called  for  the  purpose 
<of  considering  the  question  of  re- 
moval. Isle  of  Wight  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Tahourdin  (1883),  25  Ch.  Div.  320. 
See,  further,  as  to  the  English 
law  of  amotion,  8  &  9  Vic,  ch.  16, 
§§  70/88,  89,  90,  91. 

28  Morelock  v.  "Westminster  Wa- 


ter Co.  (Md.  1886),  4  Atl.  Rep. 
404;  Robinson  v.  Hemstreet,  21 
Pla.  342  (1885).  Of.  Leggett  v. 
New  Jersey  Manuf.  &  Banking  Co. 
(1832),  1  Saxton's  Ch.  (N.  J.)  541, 
23  Am.  Dec.  728,  and  note;  Rice 
V.  Peninsular  Club  (1883),  52 
Mich.  87. 

29  Commonwealth  v.  Trustees"  of 
St.  Mary's  Church  (1824),  6  Serg. 
&  R.  508;  Dana  v.  Bank  of  thei 
United  States  (1843),  5  Watts  &'s. 
223,  245;  Dayton,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hatch  (1855),  1  Disney,  84;  Union 
Gold  JMining  Co.  v.  Rocky  Moun- 
tain Nat.  Bank  (1875),  2  Colo. 
565;  Union  Mutual  Fire  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Keyser,  32  N.  H.  313;  Granger  . 
V.  Grubb  (1870),  7  Phila.  350, 
where  it  was  held  that  a  vote  or- 
dered by  the  directors  to  be  taken 
by  a  circular  addressed  to  the 
stockholders  is  not  binding,  but 
merely  advisory;  Conro  v.  Port 
Henry  Iron  Co.  (1851),  12  Barb. 
27;  McCullough  v.  Morse  (1846), 
5  Denio,  567;  Hoyt  v.  Thompson 
(1859),  19  N.  Y.  207;  Dispatch 
Line  of  Packets  v.  Bellamy  Manuf. 
Co.  (1841),  12  N.  H.  205,  226; 
Salem  Bank  v.  Gloucester  Bank 
(1820),  17  Mass.  1,  29;  State  v. 
Bank  of  Louisiana,  6  La.  Ann.  746. 

30  Cook's  Corporation  Problem, 
63. 

81  Cook  on  Stock  and  Stock- 
holders, §  11. 

32  Hunter  v.  Roberts,  etc.,  83 
Mich.    63;    Gorham   v.    Gllson,   28 
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shares  simply  represent  the  proportion  to  which  the  respective 
shareholders,  who  may  be  such  at  the  date  of  dividends,  are 
severally  entitled  in  the  distribution  of  profits  'arising  from  the 
corporate  business,  which  may  be  made  from  time  to  time,  and 
in  the  final  distribution  of  the  estate  of  the  corporation,  when 
from  any  cause  it  shall  cease  to  exist,  and  its  estate  shall  have 
been  fully  ^administered.  This  event  may  happen  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term*  of  its  corporate  existence,  or  it  may  be  accomp- 
lished earlier,  with  the  consent  of  the  holders  of  two-thirds  of  its 
shares,  and  upon  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion. The  shareholders  have  no  right  to  participate  directly  in 
the  management  of  the  corporate  business.*^  In  case  of  corporate 
earnings,  these  are  beyond  the  reach  of  the  ^ockholders'  power 
to  declare  any  dividend.  The  managing  officers  alone  have  that 
power.^*  But,  they  may  postpone  its  exercise  indefinitely,  and 
instead,  the  officers  may  in  their  own  discretion,  accumulate  and 
reinvest  the  earnings,  increase  the  magnitude  of  their  responsi- 
bility as  agents,  and  consequently,  the  measure  of  their  compensa- 
tion.'" Though  liie  stockholders  constitute  the  body  of  the  cor- 
poration, the  directors,  and  the  officers  and  agents  chosen  by  them, 
are  the  head  to  direct,  and  the  arms  to  execute  all  the  powers  of 
the  corporate  body;''  with  the  right  to  exercise  their  own  wide 
discretion,  and  without  consultation  with  the  stockholders,  and 
without  liability  to  them,  or  to  the  corporation,  for  any  mistakes 
in  judgment.'^  They  may  exercise  their  own  discretion,  exclu- 
sive of  the  will  of  the  majority  of  stockholders,  excepting  only 
in  the  doing  of  acts  that  are  actually  fraudulent.'*  Even  in  such 
case  of  fraud  by  the  directors,  or  other  of&cers,  by  losing  or 
mis-applying  the  corporate  funds,  or  other  acts  of  malfeasance, 
the  injury  done,  in  legal  theory,  is  to  the  corporation,  and  not 

Cal.  484;    Gashwiler  v.  Willis,  33  s*  Hunter    v.    Roberts,    etc.,    83 

Cal.  19;  Ditch  Co.  v.  Zellerbach,  37  Mich.  63;    Gibbons  v.  Manon,  136 

Cal.   591;    Wright  v.  Mining   Co.,  V.  S.  549. 

40  Cal.  20;  Clark  V.  San  Francisco,  as  Cook    on    Stocks   and    Stock- 

53  Cal.  311;  Johnson  v.  Kirby,  65  holders,  §  545. 

Cal.  483;  McCormick  v.  Insurance  se  Cook  v.  Berlin  Mills,  43  Wis. 

Co.,   66   Cal.  363;    Kohl  v.  Lilien-  433;     Reichwald    v.     Commercial 

thai  (Cal.  1890),  22  Pac.  Rep.  689.  Hotel  Co.,  31  W.  Va.  79-8. 

33  Conro  V.  Port  Henry  Iron  Co.,  s'  Rathbone  v.  Parkersberg,  etc. 

12    Barb.    (N.    Y.)    27;    Ulmer   v.  Co.,  136  111.  439. 

Lime  Rock  R.  Co.   (1904),  57  Atl.  ss  Humphreys  v.  McKlssook,  140 

1001,  98  Me.  579.  U.  S.  304;  Smith  v.  Hurd,  12  Met. 

(Mass.)   371. 
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directly  to  the  stockholders  though,  in  fact,  they  are  the  immediate 
sufferers.  '*It  is  obvious  that  where  wrong  is  .committed  by  a 
majority  of  the  managing  officers,  they  will  refuse  to  bring  the 
suit.  In  that  instance,  the  member  has  the  privilege  of  bringing 
a  suit  in  equity,  on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  and  all  the  other 
stockholders,  situated  in  the  ^ame  relation,  to  bring  the  officers  to 
account."""  Mr.  Cook  says,  "the  expense,  difficulty  and  delays  of 
litigation;  the  power,  wealth  and  unscrupulousness  of  the  guilty 
parties ;  the  secrecy,  skill  and  evasive  nature  of  their  methods,  and 
the  fact  that  the  results  of  even  a  successful  suit,  belong  to  the 
corporation,  andiaot  to  the  stockholders  who  •sue,---all 'Combine  to 
baffle  investigation  and  icxposure,  to  discourage  the  stockholders, 
and  to  enccrttrage  and  protect  the  ^parties  guilty  of  the  wrong."*" 
A  stockholder  may  enjoin  the  execution  of  a  contract  by  the 
president  of  a  corporation,  where  the  only  claim  .of  authority  was 
that  given  at  an  unauthorized  meeting  of  directors.*^  One  can 
not  be  held  to  the  rdation  of  stockholder  in  a  corporation  without 
his  knowledge  and  consent.  Where  one's  name  was  entered  in 
the  stook  book  of  a  ^bank  as  a  shareholder,  that  was  not  sufficient 
to  charge  bis  estate  with  liability  as  stockholder  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  his  knowledge  or  acquiescence  in  the  relation."*^  A  cor- 
poration is  an  entity,  regardless  of  the  persons  who  own  all  its 
stock.  The  fact  may  be  that  one  individual  has  become  the  owner 
of  all  the  stock — but  that  does  not  make  him  and  the  corporation 
one  and  the  same  person.  There  is  no  identity  between  them.*" 
The  owner  of  all  the  stock  of  a  corporation  does  not  own  its 
property.** 

Property  of  the  corporation.  Its  ownership  and  control.  The 
stockholders  :haz'e  no  title  to  if.— The  corporation  is  the  trustee 
for  the  management  of  the  corporate  property,  and  the  stockhold- 
ers are  merely  the  beneficiaries.  The  right  of  alienation  or  assign- 
ment of  the  property  is  in  the  corporation  alone,  and  this  right  is 
not  affected  by  making  the  stockholders  individually  liable  for 
the  corporate  debts.  The  property  is  the  mere  instrument  where- 
by the  :stock  is  made  to  produce  the  profits,  which  are  the  divi- 
dends to  be  declared  from  time  to  time  by  the  corporate  authority 

39  Andrew's       American  Law,          i^Foote    v.    Anderson     (1903), 

§  497.  123  Fed.  659. 

*o  Cook    on    Stocks    and    Stock-  *s  uimer  v.  Lime  Rock  R.   Co., 

holders,  §  643.  57  Atl.  1001.  98  Me.  579. 

41  Rankin  v.  Southwest,  etc.  Oo.  a  City  of  Louisville  v.  McAteer 

<Neb.  1903),  73  Pae.  614.  (Ky.  1904),  81  S.  W.  698. 
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for  the  benefit  of  the  stockholders,  while  the  property  itself,  which 
produces  them,  continues  to  belong  to  the  corporation.  A  con- 
veyance of  all  the  capital  stock  to  a  purchaser  gives  to  him  only 
an  equitable  interest  in  the  property  to  carry  on  business  under 
the  act  of  incorporation,  and  in  the  corporate  name,  and  the  cor- 
poration is  still  the  legal  owner  of  the  same.  A  legal  distribu- 
tion of  the  property,  after  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation  and 
settlement  of  its  affairs,  is  the  inception  of  any  title  of  the  stock- 
holder to  it.  Although  he  be  the  sole  stockholder,  he  does  not 
own  all  the  corporate  property,  or  any  of  it,  and  does  not  himself 
become  the  corporation,  as  a  natural  person,  to  own  its  property 
and  do  its  business  in  his  own  name.  While  the  corporation  exists 
he  is  a  mere  stockholder  and  nothing  else.  In  analogy  to  this 
principle,  the  sole  heirs  of  an  estate  have  no  such  title  to  a  prom- 
issory note  given  to  their  father,  as  will  entitle  them  to  sue  the 
maker.  The  title  and  ownership  of  the  note  is  in  the  administrator, 
until  distribution  of  the  estate  according  to  law.*° 

§  558.  Power  of  majority  stockholders. — It  is  illegal  and 
fraudulent  for  a  majority  stockholder  to  sell  property  to  the  cor- 
poration, at  a  sale  authorized  by  himself ;  and  the  sale  may  be  set 
aside,  as  in  case  of  purchase  of  corporate  property  by  a  director.*" 
The  stockholders,  collectively,  constitute  and  manage  the  corpora- 
tion only  when  acting  at  a  meeting,  called  as  prescribed  in  the 
charter  and  by-laws.  The  general  rule  is  that  the  vote  of  the 
majority  must  govern,  but  its  power  over  the  minority  is  not 
vinlimited.  The  power  of  the  majority  extends  only  to  the  trans- 
actions which  are  within  the  express  corporate  powers  conferred 
by  the  charter.  The  minority,  dissenting  from  any  unauthorized 
act  of  the  majority,  may  enjoin  it  or  set  it  aside  in  equity.  Any 
unauthorized  act  by  the  majority,  even  though  all  other  stockhold- 
ers may  consent,  is  a  breach  of  trust  towards  a  dissenting  stock- 
holder, against  which  he  is  entitled  to  relief  in  equity.  In  equity 
a  trust  is  created,  by  implication,  in  favor  of  the  stockholders,  that 
the  corporation  will  manage  its  business  so  as  to  promote  only 
the  objects  for  which  it  was  created,  and  that  it  will  not  misapply 
its  assets,  or  divert  them  to  other  purposes.*''    Thus,  the  majority 

45  Button  V.  Hoffman  (1884),  61  (1893),  94  Ky.  83,  19  L.  R.  A.  684, 

Wis.  20,  50  Am.  Rep.  131;  Gray  v.  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  335. 
Portland  Bank,  3  Mass.  365;  Tip-  ^e  Robertson   v.    H.   E.   Bucklen 

pets    V.    Walker.    4     Mass.     495;  &  Co.  (1903),  107  111.  App.  369. 
Louisville,  etc.  Co.  v.  Eisenmann  ^^  Russell  v.  Wakefield,  etc.  Co., 
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of  a  solvent  corporation  can  not  at  their  pleasure  effect  a  dissolu- 
tion, against  the  will  of  a  dissenting  minority.**  Nor  can  they, 
by  the  adoption  of  by-laws  or  otherwise,  deprive  a  dissenting 
stockholder  of  a  right  secured  to  him  by  the  corporate  articles. 
Accordingly,  a  building  association  can  not  retire  and  cancel 
shares  of  stock,  against  the  will  of  the  owner  thereof.*'  Upon 
Ihe;  same  principle  a  stockholder's  claim  of  a  loan,  to  which  the 
articles  of  association  declare  him  to  be  entitled,  will  be  sus- 
tained.^" An  action  at  law  can  not  be  maintained  by  one  member 
of  the  company  against  another  member  who  is  in  possession  of 
the  corporate  property,  to  recover  his  proportional  part  thereof  ;°* 
"but  if  a  majority  of  the  'Stockholders,  having  authority  by  law 
to  dissolve  the  company,  purchase  the  corporate  property  at  the 
■distribution  sale  under  an  unfair  appraisal,  they  may  be  held  ac- 
countable in  an  action  instituted  by  any  one  or  more  of  the  minor- 
ity, without  making  the  corporation  a  party,  the  company  in  such 
a  case  being  considered  practically  dissolved."''  In  stock  cor- 
porations, a  majority  of  the  board  of  directors  have  power  to  bind 
the  minority,  contrary  to  their  will  and  even  without  notice  to' 
them."^     The  directors  hold  the  assets  of  the  corporation  as  trus- 

Ii.  R.  20  Eq.  474,  1  Smith  Cas.  291;  Importers'  &  Grocers'  Exchange 
T)odge  V.  Wolsey,  18  How.  (XT.  S.)  (N.  Y.  Com.  Pleas,  1888),  2 
•331;  Stevens  v.  Rutland,  etc.  R.  N.  Y.  Supp.  257. 
■Co.,  29  Vt.  549.  «  Bergman  v.  St.  Paul  Mutual 
^8  In  a  case  decided  in  the  New  Building  Assn.  (1883),  29  Minn. 
Tork  court  of  common  pleas,  the  275,  where  it  was  further  held 
majority  of  a  solvent  company,  that  the  stockholder  is  not  es- 
applied  under  the  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  topped  from  objecting  because  an 
Troc,  §  2429,  before  the  expiration  amendment  to  the  by-laws,  made 
of  the  term  for  which  it  was  in-  before  he  purchased  his  stock,  au- 
corporated,  to  effect  a  dissolution  thorized  the  directors  to  set  asid^ 
of  the  corporation  and  a  distribu-  certain  money  for  cancellation  of 
lion  of  its  assets,  consisting  certain  shares,  or  because  a  sub- 
largely  of  money  received  for  sequent  amendment  authorizing  a 
•shares,  the  later  issues  of  which  forced  cancellation  of  shares  was 
w^ere  taken  by  the  minority  at  a  submitted  to  by  other  stookhold- 
liigher  price  than  the  earlier  ers,  and  he  shared  in  the  benefits 
issues  held  by  the  majority.  The  accruing  to  the  association, 
ground  of  the  application  waa  so  Bergman  v.  St.  Paul  Mutual 
that  it  would  be  "beneficial  to  the  Building  Assn.  (1883),  29  Minn, 
interests     of     the    stockholders;"  282. 

but  it   was   held  that   in  the   ab-  si  Whitehouse  v.   Spragu'e-  (Me. 

■sence  of  especial  provision  giving  1887),  7  Atl.  Rep.  17. 

a  majority  the  right  to  it,  a  dis-  62  Ervin  v.   Oregon  Ry,   &  Nav. 

solution    is    not    required   by   the  Co.   (1884),  20  Fed.  Rep.  577. 

code,  because  beneficial  to  a  ma-  ss  Buck   v.    Troy,    etc.   Co.    (Vt. 

Jority,  and  should  be  denied.  In  re,  1903),  56  Atl.  285. 
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tees  of  the  stockholders,  during  its  solvency,  but  as  trustees  for 
the  creditors  in  case  of  insolvency  of  the  corporation.^* 

In  corporations  having  capital  stock. — The  minority  have  cer- 
tain rights  and  are  entitled  to  consideration  at  the  hands  of  the 
majority,^^  but  the  general  rule  is  that  the  holder  of  a  majority  of 
the  shares  in  an  unincorporated  company  having  capital  stock  shall 
control  the  affairs  of  the  concern,  and  the  minorrty  cannot  interfere 
therewith  unless  they  show  some  good  reason  for  interference.'^* 
Thus,  the  board  of  directors  of  a  corporation  have  the  general 
right  to  apply  its  property  to  the  payment  of  its  debts ;  and  a 
majority  of  stockholders  present  at  a  meeting  regularly  convened, 
with  dtie  notice  for  the  purpose,  have  the  right  to  ratify  such  ac- 


5*  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Goshen,  etc. 
Co.  (Ind.  1903),  69  N.  E.  206. 

55  Commonwealth  v.  CuUen,  13 
Pa.  St.  133,  3.3  Am.  Dee.  450,  where 
it  was  said  that  an  opportunity  to 
deliherate  and  if  possible  to  con- 
vince their  fellows  is  the  right  of 
the  minority;  Wood  v.  Woad,  L. H. 
9  Ex.  190  (1874) ;  Blisset  v.  Dan- 
iel (1853),  10  Hare,  493;  Natusch 
V.  Irving  (1824),  2  Coop.  Geo.  Ch. 
358;  Const  v.  Harrie  (1824), 
Turn.  &  R.  496.  Tide  infra, 
§  702.  Although  it  be  prescribed 
that  meetings  shall  be  called  upon 
the  requisition  of  a  majority, 
where  it  is  necessary  that  a  meet- 
ing should  be  held  and  the  ma- 
jority neglect  or  refuse  to  demand 
it,  a  call  may  be  validly  Issued  at 
the  instance  of  a  minority.  Busey 
V.  Hooper  (1871),  35  Md.  15. 
There  are  circumstances  under 
which  mandamus  will  issue  from 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
requiring  the  proper  officials  to 
call  a  meeting.  McNeely  v. 
Woodruff  (1833),  13  N.  J.  352; 
People  V.  Board  of  Governors  of 
Albany  Hospital  (1871),  61  Barb. 
397;  State  v.  Wright '  (1875),  10 
Nev.  167. 

66  Alexander  v.  Searcy  (1889), 
81  Ga.  536,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  337, 
345;  Leo  v.  Union  Pacific  R.  Co. 
(1884),  19  Fed.  Rep.  283,  (1883) 
17  Fed.  Rep.  273;  "Power  of  Ma- 
jority of  Stockholders  to  Control," 


by  J.  C.  Harper  (1884),  20  Fed. 
Rep.  167,  181;  City  of  Covington 
V.  Covington,  etc.  Bridge  Co.,  10 
Bush,  69,  76  (1873);  McBride  v. 
Porter  (1864),  17  Iowa,  203; 
Meeker  v.  Winthrop  Iron  Co.  109 
U.  S.  108  (1883),  17  Fed.  Rep. 
48;  Barnes  v.  Brown  (1880),  80 
N.  Y.  527;  Wheeler  v.  Pullman 
Iron,  etc.  Co.  (1892),  143  111.  197; 
Paulds  V.  Yates  (1870),  57  111. 
416,  11  Am.  Rep.  24;  People  v. 
Albany,  etc.  R.  Co.,  55  Barb.  344; 
Dudley  v.  Kentucky  High  School, 
9  Bush,  578;  East  Tennessee,  etc. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Gammon  (1859),  5 
Sneed,  567;  New  Orleans,  etc.  R. 
R.  Co.  V.  Harris  (1854),  27  Miss. 
537;  Treadwell  v.  Salisbury  Mfg. 
Co.  (1856),  7  Gray,  393,  66  Am. 
Dec.  490;  Gifford  v.  New  Jersey, 
etc.  R.  Co.  (1854),  10  N.  J.  Bq. 
174.  Cf.  Zabriskie  v.  Hackensack, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  178; 
Lauman  v.  Lebanon  Valley  R.  Co., 
30  Pa.  St.  42,  72  Am.  Dec.  685; 
DuTfee  V.  Old  Colony,  etc.  R.  Co., 
5  Allen,  242;  Stevens  v.  South 
Devon-  Ry.  Co.,  9  Hare,  313.  By 
statute  in  England  every  proposi- 
tion at  any  shareholders'  meeting 
shall  be  determined  by  the  ma- 
jority of  votes  of  the  parties  pres- 
ent, including  proxies,  the  chair- 
man of  the  meeting  being  en- 
titled to  vote,  not  only  as  a  prin- 
cipal and  proxy,  but  to  have  a  cast- 
ing vote  if  there  be  an  equality  of 
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lion  and  dissolve  the  corporation."  So  again,  directors  of  a  cor- 
poration who  are  in  office  can  not  dispute  the  right  of  a  stock- 
holder holding  a  majority  of  the  stock  to  have  an  election  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  by-laws,  on  the  ground  that  he  intends  to  use 
his  legal  rights  for  purposes  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  the 
corporation,  and  that  the  desired  election  is  merely  a  step  toward 
that  end.^*  One  who  has  been  induced  to  subscribe  for  corporate 
stock  by  the  assurance  of  a  stockholder  that  the  corporation  would 
not  engage  in  a  particular  business,  does  not  thereby  acquire  a 
right  to  enjoin  the  stockholder  from  voting  that  the  corporation 
engage  in  that  business.^' 

Public  policy. — A  contract  made  by  the  majority  stockholders  of 
a  corporation,  agreeing  to  elect  certain  stockholders  to  be  officers 
thereof  for  a  specified  term,  but  at  a  specified  salary,  is  void,  as 
•contrary  to  public  policy. "' 

§  559-  Right  to  exercise  all  the  extraordinary  corporate 
powers. — To  the  members  is  reserved  also  the  right  of  apply- 
ing to  the  legislature  for  amendments  of  their  charter  and  the 
power  to  accept  or  reject  proposed  amendments  thereof,"^  to  alter 


votes.  The  Companies  Clauses 
Act  of  1845,  8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  76. 
By  the  CompaBies  Clauses  Act  of 
1845  it  is  provided  that  whenever 
in  that  act  or  in  the  special  act 
of  incorporation  the  consent  of 
any  particular  majority  of  votes 
at  any  meeting  of  the  company  is 
required  in  order  to  authorize  any 
proceeding  of  the  company,  that 
particular  majority  shall  only  he 
required  to  be  proved  in  the 
event  of  a  poll  being  demanded 
at  the  meeting;  and  if  a  poll  be 
not  demanded,  then  a  declara- 
tion by  the  chairman  that  the  res- 
olution authorizing  the  proceed- 
ing has  been  carried,  and  an 
■entry  to  that  effect  in  the  book 
of  proceediiBgs  of  the  company, 
.shall  be  sufficient  authority  for 
such  proceeding  without  proof  of 
the  number  or  proportion  of  votes 
recorded  in  favor  of  or  against 
the  same.    8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  80. 

5T  Hancock  v.  Holbrook  (1888), 
40  La.  Ann.  53. 

B8  Camden  &  Atlanta  R.  Co.  v. 
Ulkins  (1883),  37  N.  J.  Eq.  273. 


B9  Converse  v.  Hood  (1889),  149 
Mass.  471. 


60  Bensinger  v. 
112  111.  App.  293. 

61  Vide  supra, 
rectors    had   the 


Kantzer   (1904), 

§  91.  "The  di- 
management  of 
the  concerns  of  the  company;  but 
this  did  not  enable  them  to  apply 
to  the  legislature  for  an  increase 
of  their  powers.  Such  application 
could  be  made  by  the  authority  of 
the  company  only.  The  resolve  of 
the  assembly  giving  power  to  the 
company  to  assess  the  stockhold- 
ers was  void,  because  the  applica- 
tion was  made  by  the  directors 
only,  without  any  authority  from 
the  company.  But  if  the  power 
had  been  given  to  the  company  it 
could  only  have  been  exercised  by 
the  stockholders  at  a  proper 
meeting.  As  the  assessment  in 
question  was  made  by  the  direct- 
ors without  any  authority  from 
the  company  it  is  void."  Marl- 
borough Manuf.  Co.  v.  Smith,  Z 
Conn.  579,  583  (1818). 


806 


MEMBEES   AND    ST0CKHOLDEE8, 


[§■559. 


the  articles  of  association,"^  to  authorize  an  increase  or  reduction 
of  the  capital  stock,"'  to  sell  or  lease  the  corporate  property,  or 
modify  the  terms  of  an  existing  lease,"*  to  consolidate  or  merge 


62  Tide  supra,  §  95. 

83  Beach  on  Railways,  §  323. 
When  a  corporation  is  authorized 
by  its  charter  to  increase  its  cap- 
ital stock,  the  power  cannot  be  ex- 
ercised by  the  directors  without 
the  assent  of  the  stockholders. 
Eidman  v.  Bowman  (1871),  58 
111.  444,  where  the  court  said: 
"That  the  directors  are  but  the 
agents  or  trustees  of  the  share- 
holders, for  the  honest,  faithful 
and  prudent  management  of  the 
legitimate  affairs  of  the  share- 
holders, there  is  no  doubt.  But 
the  question  is  at  to  the  extent 
of  their  powers.  Are  •  they  un- 
limited? Are  all  of  the  powers 
conferred  on  the  company  dele- 
gated to  them  by  their  eleetioil 
and  admission  to  their  office,  or 
are  there  powers  which  are  still 
reserved  to  the  shareholders?  It 
would  seem  that  the  management 
and  transaction  of  all  business  for 
which  the  company  was  created, 
and  the  general  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration devolved  upon  and  may 
clearly  be  exercised  by  them;  and 
there  are  other  powers  that  are 
as  clearly  reserved  to  the  share- 
holders. The  power  to  appoint  or 
elect  directors  does  not  devolve 
upon  them,  but  that  power  is  re- 
served to  the  shareholders.  The 
power  to  sell  and  transfer  the 
charter  and  franchises  is  not 
granted  to  them;  the  power  to 
dissolve  the  body  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  their  authority;  and 
other  powers  which  they  are  un- 
able to  exercise  might  be, enumer- 
ated. Is  the  power  possessed  by 
them  to  effect  great  or  radical 
changes  In  the  organization  of  the 
body  without  the  consent  of  the 
shareholders?  Can  they  at  pleas- 
ure, and  without  the  consent  of 
the  shareholders,  increase  or  di- 
minish the   capital   stock   of  the 


company,  and  thus  materially  af- 
fect the  value  of  the  shares  and 
the  amount  of  dividends?"  Port 
Edwards,  etc.  Co.  v.  Arpin,  80  Wis.. 
214;  Eidman  v.  Bowman  (1871), 
58  111.  444.  See  Hoyt  v.  Thompson 
(1859),  19  N.  Y.  207.  In  Railway 
Co.  V.  Allerton  (1873),  18  Wall. 
233,  235,  Bradley,  J.,  said:  "As  it 
respects  the  constituency  or  cap- 
ital and  membership,  this  is  the 
next  most  important  and  funda- 
mental point  in  the  constitution 
of  a  body  corporate.  To  change 
it  without  the  consent  of  the 
stockholders  would  be  to  make 
them  members  of  an  association 
in  which  they  never  consented  to 
become  such.  It  would  change  the 
relative  influence,  control  and 
profit  of  each  member.  If  the  di- 
rectors alone  could  do  it,  they 
would  always  perpetuate  their 
own  power.  Their  agency  does 
not  extend  to  such  an  act,  unless. 
so  expressed  in  the  charter,  or 
subsequent  enabling  act;  and  such 
subsequent  act,  as  before  said,. 
would  not  bind  the  stockholders 
without  their  acceptance  of  it,  or 
assent  to  it  in  some  form.  Even 
when  the  additional  stock  is  dis- 
tributed to  each  stockholder  pro 
rata,  it  would  often  work  injus- 
tice, because  many  of  the  stock- 
holders might  be  unable  to  take- 
their  respective  share,  and  might 
thus  lose  their  relative  interest 
and  Influence  in  the  corporate, 
concerns."  But  see  Lincoln  Bank 
V.  Richardson,  1  Greenl.  70. 

64  Troy,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Boston, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  86  N.  Y.  107;  Metro- 
politan Elevated  Ry.  Co.  v.  Man- 
hattan Ry.  Co.  (1884),  11  Daly,. 
367,  Van  Brunt,  J.,  15  Am.  &  Bng. 
Ry.  Cas.  1.  See,  also,  Cass  v. 
Manchester,  13  The  Reporter,  167; 
Flagg  V.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  20 
Blatchf.    142;     Martin    v.    Conti- 
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the  company  with  other  corporations  f^  and  in  general  all  extra- 
ordinary or  unusual  powers  not  conferred  upon  the  directors  ex- 
pressly, or  by  necessary  implication,"'  are  reserved  to  the  mem- 
bers." 


rental  Passenger  Ry.  Co.,  14 
Phila.  10;  People  v.  Albany,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  77  N.  Y.  232.  Cf.  In  re  St. 
Ann's  Church,  23  How.  Pr.  285; 
Robertson  v.  Bullions  (1854),  11 
N.  Y.  243;  Blwell  v.  Dodge,  33 
Barb.  339;  In  re  Excelsior  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  19  Abb.  Pr.  14;  Dana  v. 
Bank  of  the  United  States,  5 
Watts  &  S.  246;  Fisher  v.  New 
York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  46  N.  Y.  644; 
Central  Crosstown  Co.  v.  Twenty- 
Third  St.,  etc.  Co.,  54  How.  Pr, 
183;  DuncoiDib  v.  New  York,  etc. 
R.  Co.  (1881),  84  N.  Y.  190;  Jack- 
son V.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  58 
N.  Y.  623  (1874). 

6B  This  subject  i?  discussed  in 
the  treatment  of  Consolidation, 
infra,  |  1269. 

66  An  example  of  such  necessary 
implication  is  the  rule  that  the 
power  to  borrow  money  carries 
with  it  the  power  to  mortgage  the 
corporate  property  to  secure  the 
loans.     Beach  on  Railways,  §  609. 

67  "Directors,  as  I  shall  here- 
after attempt  to  establish,  are  the 
agents  of  the  corporation,  having, 
as  such,  exclusive  authority  to  act 
within  their  sphere.  But  they  are 
also,  in  some  respects,  merely  the 
executive  agents  of  the  stockhold- 
ers, and  as  such  may  perform  cer- 
tain other  acts  if  specially  author- 
ized thereto  by  their  principals, 
and  in  respect  to  such  action  they 
are  simply  the  agents  of  the 
shareholders,  as  well  as  of  the 
corporation.  The  shareholders,  the 
principals,  having  fixed  the  terms 
and  conditions,  which  they  had  a 
right  to  do,  upon  which  the  di- 
rectors, their  agents,  were  author- 
ized to  part  with  the  possession 
of  the  property  in  their  charge, 
and  to  commit  the  possession  and 

■management    thereof    into    other 
hands;  what  right  have  the  agents 


to  radically  change  or  alter  these 
terms  and  conditions  without  con- 
sulting their  principals?  .  . 
The  directors  thus  being  the 
agents  of  the  corporation,  what 
are  their  powers,  and  from 
whence  are  they  derived,  and 
how  must  corporative  powers  re- 
siding in  the  corporation,  the 
right  to  exercise  which  is  not 
vested  in  the  directors,  be  brought 
into  operation?  These  questions 
are  so  intimately  connected  that 
they  must  be  disposed  of  together. 
The  powers  of  directors  are  such 
as  are  conferred  by  the  charter  of 
their  corporation  and  the  laws 
pertaining  thereto,  and  such  cor- 
porative powers  as  are  not  con- 
ferred by  law  upon  the  directors 
remain  in  the  corporation,  to  be 
exercised,  or  at  least  set  in  mo- 
tion by  its  component  parts,  the 
shareholders.  In  the  case  at  bar, 
the  charter  provided  that  the  di- 
rectors were  to  manage  the  busi- 
ness and  affairs  of  the  company; 
and  the  question  involved  in  this 
branch  of  the  case  is,  whether 
this  language  conferred  the  right 
to  exercise  every  corporate  power 
possessed  by  the  corporation,  or 
merely  to  manage  the  ordinary 
business  and  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany for  the  carrying  on  of  which 
it  was  organized,  leaving  the 
right  remaining  in  the  sharehold- 
ers composing  the  company  to  set 
in  motion  or  confirm  corporate  ac- 
tion within  the  limits  of  its  pow-' 
ers,  but  extraordinary  and  un- 
usual in  its  nature.  Within  the 
sphere  of  their  duties,  the  right 
of  the  directors  to  act  is  undoubt- 
edly exclusive;  and  further,  all 
corporate  acts  must  be  done 
through  them,  as  they  are  the  ex- 
clusive executive  and  administra- 
tive authority,  but  nevertheless  all 
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§560.  Rights  which  may  arise  from  estoppel. — ^The  rights 
and  liabilities  of  membership  may  arise  from  estoppel.  When  one 
has  been  permitted  by  the  company  to  exercise  the  privileges  and 
receive  the  benefits  of  membership,  or  has  allowed  himself  to  be 
treated  as  a  member  of  the  corporation,  neither  he  nor  the  com- 
pany will  be  heard  to  deny  the  existence  of  the  relation.^^  Thus, 
receiving   dividends,   or   any   of   the   benefits    of   membership,'" 


corporate  powers  do  not  reside  in 
the  board  of  directors."  In  re 
Metropolitan  Elevated  Ry.  Co.,  11 
Daly,  367  (1884),  15  Am.  &  Bng. 
Ry.  Cas.  1,  per  VanBrunt,  J. 

«s  "Whenever  a  person  has  been 
treated  as  a  shareholder  by  the 
company,  and  has  acted  as  a 
shareholder,  both  he  and  the  com- 
pany will  be  estopped  from  deny- 
ing that  he  is  a  shareholder." 
Lindley  on  Partnership,  29,  quoted 
with  approval  in  Griswold  v.  Sel- 
igman,  72  Mo.  110,  and  in  Union 
Savings  Assn.  v.  Seligman,  92  Mo. 
635,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  776,  779.  An 
assignee  of  shares  whose  title  has 
been  recognized  by  the  company, 
though  not  yet  registered  as  a 
member,  is  a  complete  shareholder 
to  the  extent  of  being  able  to  sue 
the  company  without  making  the 
transferer  a  party.  Bagshaw  v. 
The  Eastern  Union  R.  Co.,  7 
Hare,  114.  In  an  English  case  on 
this  subject.  In  re  Littlehampton 
Steamship  Co.,  ex  parte  Gregg,  15 
Week.  Rep.  82,  decided  on  the 
ground  of  acquiesence,  the  di- 
rectors had  the  power  of  allotting 
to  applicants  either  shares  on 
which  their  membership  would 
be  completed  by  registration,  or 
scrip  certificates  entitling  the 
holder  to  take  up  his  membership. 
An  applicant  was  informed  that 
he  might  have  scrip  certificates. 
He  asked  for  them  but  they  were 
never  given  him.  Some  time  after- 
wards his  name  was  inserted  in 
the  register  of  members.  Thirteen 
months  afterwards  an  order  was 
made  to  wind  up  the  company, 
and  it  was  held   that  his  name 


should  be  kept  upon  the  list  of 
contributories.  Gf.  McAdams  v. 
Boyer  (1889),  37  Fed.  Rep.  73,  as 
to  what  constitutes  membership. 
McCarthy  v.  La  Vasche,  89  111. 
270 ;  Jewell  v.  Rock  River,  etc.  Co., 
101  111.  57;  Sanger  v.  Upton,  91 
U.  S.  56;  Boston,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wellington,  113  Mass.  79. 

68  North  of  England  Banking 
Co.,  22  L.  J.  Ch.  194,  1  D.  M.  &  G. 
576;  Northumberland  &  D.  Dis- 
trict Banking  Co.,  ex  parte  Dix- 
on's Executors,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  225; 
Hull  Flax  Co.  V.  Wellesley,  5  Hurl. 
&  N.  38;  Phoenix  Life  Assur.  Co., 
Hare's  Case,  2  J.  &  H.  229,  31  L.  J. 
Ch.  504.  In  In  re  North  of  Eng- 
land Joint  Stock  Banking  Co.,  ex 
parte  Barnard,  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  283, 
the  purchaser  of  shares  who  had 
taken  no  transfer,  but  had  re- 
ceived a  certificate  from  the  com- 
pany, and  had  received  dividends 
for  three  years,  was  made  a  con- 
tributory. The  owner  of  several 
shares  in  a  steam  packet  company 
transferred  two  of  them  to  his 
son  by  a  document  which  was  not 
executed  by  the  son,  nor  entered 
in  the  company's  books,  nor  other- 
wise perfected  according  to  the 
provision  of  the  deed  of  consti- 
tution; the  son  was  not  aware  of 
the  transfer.  By  a  rule  of  the 
company,  every  proprietor  was  al- 
ways entitled  to  a  free  passage  by 
the  company's  vessels,  and  the  son 
on  several  occasions  obtained  cer- 
tificates from  the  company's  office 
that  he  was  a  proprietor,  which 
entitled  him  to  a  free  passage, 
and  he  also  signed  each  certificate 
and   the   company's   books   in   re- 
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voting/"  or  signing  a  proxy  to  vote  at  a  meeting  of  the  company/' 
paying  calls/^  in  connection  with  other  circumstances,  such  as  an 
informal  or  incomplete  contract  of  subscription  or  of  transfer, 
have  been  severally  held  to  raise  an  estoppel/'  Even  though  a 
person  be  induced  by  fraud  to  purchase  shares  of  stock  in  a  cor- 
poration, he  can  not  avoid  his  purchase  if,  after  becoming  aware 
of  the  fraud,  he  acts  as  a  shareholder  or  derives  a  benefit  from  his 
shares/*  Where  the  right  to  membership  in  a  corporation  is 
restricted  to  persons  of  a  certain  nationality,  and  persons  sub- 
scribed and  paid  for  stock  and  accepted  certifica,tes  therefor  and 
appeared  as  stockholders  on  the  corporate  books,  for  a  period  of 
three  years,  during  which  time  debts  were  contracted,  and  the 
corporation  became  insolvent,  they  were  held  to  be  estopped,  in 
an  action  to  enforce  liability  to  creditors,  to  assert  that  they  were 
not  stockholders  because  they  were  not  of  the  required  national- 
itv/° 


spect  of  these  certificates  as  pro- 
prietor, and  obtained  a  free  pas- 
sage; but  he  never  received  divi- 
dends nor  did  any  other  act  as 
proprietor.  The  son  was  made  a 
contributory.  St.  George's  Steam 
Packet  Co.,  Maguire's  Case,  3  De 
G.  &  Sm.  31.  But  where  divi- 
dends had  been  paid  to  an  execu- 
tor in  violation  of  a  provision  in 
the  deed  of  settlement  of  a  com- 
pany that  executors  should  not 
receive  dividends  till  they  had 
made  themselves  members,  he  was 
not  a  contributory.  St.  George's 
Steam  Packet  Co.,  ex  parte  Doyle, 
2  Hall  &  T.  221. 

'0  Griswold  v.  Seligman,  72  Mo. 
110. 

71  Sheffield  R.^  Co.  v.  Woodstock, 
7  Mees.  &  W.  574;  Ex  parte  San-" 
ger,  18  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  67. 

72  Cheltenham  Ry.  Co.  v.  Daniel, 
2  Q.  B.  281,  6  Jur.  577.  But  in 
London  Marine  Ins.  Assn.,  ex 
parte  Smith,  17  W.  R.  491,  L.  R. 
4  Ch.  611,  a  person  who  had 
agreed  in  writing  to  become  a 
member  of  a  marine  insurance  as- 
sociation, but  had-  never  received 
a  stamp  policy,  notwithstanding 
that   he   had   made   a   claim   for 


damages  to  his  ship  and  had  paid 
contributions,  was  not  made  a  con- 
tributory. 

73  Ba;  parte  Gordon,  3  De  G.  & 
Sm.  249.  In  Hare's  Case,  2  J.  & 
H.  229,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  504,  the  mar- 
riage settlement  of  a  shareholder 
recited  that  shares  had  been 
transferred  to  trustees  and  de- 
clared trusts,  although  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  the  shares  were  not 
transferred;  but  the  trustees  hav- 
ing been  placed  on  the  register  of 
shareholders,  and  having  received 
dividends,  they  were  made  con- 
tributories  upon  the  winding  up 
of  the  company.  Of.  Taylor  v. 
Hughes,  2  Jones  &  L.  24;  In  re 
General  Floating  Dock  Co.,  15  L. 
T.  (N.  S.)  526;  Ward  v.  South- 
Eastem  Ry  Co.,  29  L.  J.  Q.  B.  117; 
Hare  v.  London  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co., 
John.  722;  Ex  parte  Barrett,  33 
L.  J.  Ch.  617;  Bloxham  v.  Metro- 
politan Cab  Co.,  12  Week.  Rep. 
736;  Shelf  ord  on  Joint  Stock 
Companies,  122. 

74  City  Bank  v.  Bartlett  (1885), 
71  Ga.  797.  But  see  Ex  parte 
Jones,  17  Week.  Rep.  983. 

75Blien  v.  Rand,  77  Minn.  110 
(1899),  46  L.  R.  A.  618. 
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Laches  of  stockholder. — ^A  stockholder,  after  long  lapse  of  time, 
is  barred  by  his  laches  from  maintaining  action  against  the  cor- 
poration for  the  issue  of  stock  to  him,  which  he  claims  to  have 
been  entitled  to  under  a  resolution  of  the  corporation/" 

§  561.  "Dummy"  stockholders. — A  dummy  stockholder  is- 
an  irresponsible  person,  to  whom  the  owner  of  stock  in  an  in- 
solvent corporation  fictitiously  transfers  it,  or  in  whose  name  he 
has  it  subscribed  for  the  purpose  of  concealing  his  own  owner- 
ship, or  for  escaping  altogether  any  personal  liability  as  stock- ' 
holder.'^  Such  a  transfer  is  voidable  at  the  instance  of  creditors 
or  of  other  stockholders,  the  real  owner  being  held  liable  as  undis- 
closed principal  of  his  agent,  the  "dummy."'^  In  England,  the- 
"dtimmy"  is  called  "a  man  of  straw."  In  case  of  transfer  to  a 
''dummy,"  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  transferrer  to  show  that 
the  transferee  is  responsible,  and  that  the  transferrer's  liability  was- 
destroyed  by  the  transfer.'* 

'6  Dempster  v.  Rosehill,  etc.  Co.  'swishard  v.   Hansen,   etc.   Co. 

(1903),  206  111.  261.  (1896),  99  Iowa,  307. 

^^  Vide  supra,  §§  419,  600,  600a;  fs  People's  Home,  etc.  R.  R.  v. 

Wakefield  v.  Fargo  (1882),  90  N.  Plckard  (Cal.  1903),  73  Pac.  858. 
Y.  213. 
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Stockholders'  suits  against  directors.     Sections  565-574. 
Stockholders'  remedies  against  directors  and  promoters.     Sec- 
tions 255-265  and  628-635. 
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Creditors'  suits  against  stockholders.    Sections  605-619. 
Stockholders'  defenses  to  creditors'  suits.     Sections  620-650. 

§  562.  Right  to  sue  on  behalf  of  the  corporation. — A  corpor- 
ation and  its  stockholders  are.  distinct  persons  in  law,  and  either 
may  sue  the  other.  As,  a  shareholder  may  sue  the  corporation 
for  his  portion  due  upon  a  dividend  declared,  or  the  corporation 
may  sue  the  shareholder  upon  his  subscription  to  the  capital  stock 
of  the  corporation.  Every  litigation  on  the  part  of  a  corporation 
should  be  in  the  name  of  the  company,  if  it  really  desires-  to  be  a. 
party  thereto.^  Accordingly,  one  who  becomes  the  owner  of  all 
the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation,  does  not  thus  entitle  himself  to 
maintain,  in  his  own  name,  replevin  for  its  property.^    And,  gen- 


iMacDougall  v.  Gardiner,  1  Ch. 
Div.  13  (1875). 


2  Button  V.  Hoffman,  61  Wis.  20, 
50  Am.  Rep.  131. 
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erally,  stockholders  can  not  sue  individually  for  the  conversion  of 
corporate  property  f  to  enforce  the  payment  of  subscriptions  to  the 
capital  stock;*  to  obtain  an  injunction  to  restrain  slander  of  the 
title  of  property  belonging  to  the  corporation;"  or  to  remove  a 
cloud  from  the  title  of  the  company's  property."  Where,  how- 
ever, the  refusal  of  the  corporate  management  to  institute  or  de- 
fend legal  proceedings  with  respect  to  the  corporate  interests,  par- 
takes more  of  a  disregard  of  duty  than  of  an  error  of  judgment, 
where  it  is  a  non-performance  of  a  manifest  official  obligation, 
amounting  to  what  the  law  considers  a  breach  of  trust,  although 
it  may  not  involve  an  intentional  moral  delinquency,  the  stock- 
holders have  the  right  to  interfere.''  In  a  stockholder's  suit,  in 
behalf  of  the  corporation  against  an  individual,  the  stockholder 
must  show  the  company's  right  of  action  against  defendant,  and 
that  the  directors  have  refused  to  sue,  and  that  the  plaintiff  stock- 
holder has  right  to  bring  the  suit.*  Suit  by  minority  stockholders 
on  behalf  oi  the  corporation  to  enforce  alleged  corporate  rights,  is 
not  maintainable,  where  the  corporation  is  estopped  to  sue,  or 
honestly  refuses  to  sue."  But  minority  stockholders  may  bring 
suit  for  fraud  by  appropriation  of  corporate  funds  by  its  officers, 
and  without  first  making  demand  on  the  officials  to  bring  suit.^" 
A  stockholder  can  not  maintain  a  suit  for  conspiracy  to  injure  or 
ruin  the  corporation.^^ 

§  563.  Right  to  defend  on  behalf  of  the  corporation. — The 
right  of  a  stockholder  to  defend  on  behalf  of  his  company,  is 
governed  by  the  same  principles  as  his  right  to  sue  on  its  be- 

3  Tomlinson       v.       Bricklayers'  the  other  shareholders  who  take 

TJnlon,  87  Ind'.  308.  a  similar  view  with  himself.     Is 

*  Wall  worth  v.  Holt,  4  Mylne  &  there  any  exception  to  that  rule? 

C.  613.  Vice    Chancellor    Bacon    suggests 

5  Langdon  v.  Hillside  Coal  &  two:  (1)  Where  the  company  can- 
Iron  Co.  (1890),  41  Fed.  Rep.  609-.  not  sue,  and  (2)  where  it  will  not 

6  Baldwin  v.  Canfield,  26  Minn.  sue.  He  thought  the  difficulty  in 
43,  56.  the  later  case  might  be  got  over 

7  Beach    on    Railways,    §§    415,  by   application   to    the    court   for 
416;    Dodge  v.  Woolsey,  18  How.  leave  to  use  the  name  of  the  com- 
331;    Sheridan   v.    Sheridan   Elec-  pany."     56  L.  T.  452   (1874). 
trie  Light  Co.,  38  Hun,  396.     "It  s Rosenbaum  v.  Rice  (1903),  83 
is     admitted    that    according    to  N.  Y.  S.  494. 

Gray  v.  Lewis,  29  L.  T.    (N.  S.)  oKessler  v.  Ensley  Co.    (1903), 

12,  and  Foss  v.  Harbottle,  2  Hare,  123  Fed.  546. 

261,  a  suit  for  the  benefit  of  share-  10  McConnell     v.     Combination, 

holders  ought  to  be  instituted  by  etc.  Co.  (Mont.  1904),  76  Pac.  194. 

the  company  and  not  by  a  share-  "Converse   v.   United,   etc.   Co. 

iolder  on  behalf  of  himself  and  (Mass.  1904),  70  N.  E.  444. 
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half.^''  Accordingly  he  has  no  right  to  defend  the  company 
against  an  illegal  tax;^^  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered 
against  it,^^  nor  to  object  to  a  compromise  of  an  action  against  the 
company  agreed  to  by  the  directors."  Nor  can  a  stockholder 
question  a  judgment  against  the  corporation,  even  when  called 
upon  to  satisfy  it  personally.^"  And  in  a  suit  against  a  corpora- 
tion, he  can  not  file,  an  answer  without  showing  that  the  cor- 
poration has  refused  to  defend.^^  So,  also,  a  conveyance  of  all 
the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  to  an  individual  stockholder,  does 
not  entitle  him  to  defend  a  suit  brought  against  the  corporation, 
unless  the  latter  refuses  to  defend.^'  But  where  a  bond  of  a  cor- 
poration expressly  created  a  Hen  on  the  corporate  property,  and 
by  law  the  stockholders  were  jointly  and  severally  liable,  it  has 
been  held,  in  a  suit  against  the  corporation  to  enforce  the  lien, 
that  the  stootholders  were  properly  made  defendants  to  avoid  a 
multiplicity  of  sufts.^*  And  where  any  fraud  has  been  perpetrated 
by  the  directors  of  a  company,  by  which  the  property  or  the  inter- 
est of  the  stockholders  is  affected,  they  have  a  right  to  come  in 
as  parties  to  a  suit  against  the  company,  and  ask  that  their  prop- 
erty shall  be  relieved  from  the  effect  of  the  fraTad.^"  So,  also, 
where  land  of  a  private  corporation  was  sold  in  a  suit  instituted 
by  creditors  'for  the  satisfaction  of  their  debts  against  the  cor- 
poration, it  has  been  held  that  the  proceedings  might  be  opened 
f our, years  aiftierwards,  at  the  instatice  of  stockholders -denying  the 

12  stsreMrol'dBTS  in  an  old  coirpo-  isSiiawhan  v.  Zinn,  79  Ky.  300; 
ration,  the  -property  of  wilch  has  Donohue  v.  Mariposa,  etc.  Co.,  66 
come  into  the  hands  of  a  new  cor-      Cal.  317. 

poration  standing  m  the  shoes  of  "i  Flarnum  -y.  Ballard,  etc.  Shop 

the  old   one,   some  of  whom  per-  (1853),    12    Cush.    507;    Came    v. 

mltted  their  stock  to  he  forfeited  Brigham   (18.54),  39  .Me.  35.    Yide 

for   non-payment    of   assessments,  supra,  §  726.     Except  in  the  case 

some    of   whom    never   paid   any-  of  .fraud,  a.  decree  against  a  cor- 

thing  for  their  stock  in  the  first  poratian   is   conclusive   against   a 

place,    and    some    of    whom    took  stockholder  thereof,   even  though 

part    in   the    organization    of   the  there    was    mo    personal    service 

new   corporation,   and  encouraged  upon  him.     Glenn  v.  Springs,  26 

its  expenditures,  have  no  standing  Fed.  Rep.  494. 

in  court  to  oppose  its  claim  to  the  if  Park  v.  New  York,  etc.  Co.,  26 

property   of   the   old   corporation.  W.  Va.  486. 

St.    Louis,    etc.    Co.    v.    Sandoval,  is  Park  v.  Ulster,  etc.  Co.  (1884), 

etc.  Co.,  116  111.  170.  25  W.  Va.  .108. 

13  Dodge  V.  Woolsey,  18  How.  i9  Marine,  etc.  Manuf.  Co.  v. 
331.  Bradley,  105  U.  S.  175. 

1*  Silk  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  20  Bayliss  v.  Lafayette,  Muncie, 

27  N.  J.  539.  etc.  Hy.  Co.,  8  Biss.  C.  Ct.  193. 
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validity  of  the  debts  under  which  the  sale  Was  made,  and  charging 
fraud  in  procuring  the  sale.^^ 

§  564.  Shareholders'  actions  against  the  corporation. — 
Stockholders  can  not  usually  bring  actions  against  their  company, 
unless  there  has  been  some  illegal,  oppressive  or  fraudulent  or 
ultra  vires  act  on  the  part  of  the  company  or  a  majority  thereof.^^ 
Accordingly,  a  stockholder  has  no  right  of  action  against  the 
corporation  based  on  a  depreciation  in  value  of  his  stock,  in  com- 
mon with  the  rest  of  the  stock.^'  And  a  member  of  an  incorpor- 
ated society  can  not  sue  to  have  declared  null  and  void,  as  illegal, 
certain  by-laws  thereof,  although  indirectly  injurious  to  him  in  his 
business  relations.^*  So,  also,  a  bill  alleging  that  one  class  of 
stockholders  was  being  favored  by  the  company  to  the  injury  of 
another  class,  without  an  allegation  that  the  rights  of  the  latter 
were  imminently  threatened,  is  no  ground  for  an  injunction  re- 
straining the  first  class  from  voting  their  stock,  or  the  payment 
of  dividends  until  the  controversy  was  settled."'  But  a  corporator 
whose  membership  has  been  denied  by  the  corporation,  may  sue 
it  to  establish  his  right  thereto."*  And  a  petition  by  a  stockholder 
to  restrain  his  company  from  expending  money  in  the  operation 
of  a  road,  and  in  the  construction  of  other  lines,  in  violation  of 
the  franchises  of  another  company,  has  been  held  not  to  present 
a  fictitious  issue  in  fraud  of  the  court."'  So,  also,  holders  of  scrip 
who  accepted  it  under  an  agreement  that  it  was  to  be  taken  for 
lands  of  the  company  or  be  redeemed  in  cash,  may  enjoin  the 
company  from  re-issuing  scrip  retired ;  as  the  redemption  of  their 
scrip  and  its  security  would  be  impaired  thereby."'    On  a  bill  by 

21  Kirtland  V.  Eurdy  University,  as  Mackintosh  v.   Flint,    etc.  R. 
7  Lea  (Tenn.),  243.  Co.  (1887),  32  Fed.  Rep.  350. 

22  MacDougall  v.  Gardiner,  1  Ch.  26  Tipton  Fire  Co.  v.  Barnheisel, 
Div.   13    (1875),   citing  Mozley  v.  92  Ind.  88. 

Alston,   1   Ph.   790;    Lord  v.   Cop-  zf  Teachout  v.  Des  Moines,  etc. 

per,  etc.  Co.,  2  Ph.  740;    Foss  v.  Ry.  Co.,  75  Iowa,  722. 
Harbottle,  2  Hare,  461.    Ace.  Gra-  28  Rogers  v.  New  York,  etc.  Co., 

ham  V.  Boston,  etc.  R.  Co.,  118  U.  49  Hun,  606,  holding  also  that  a 

S.  161,  affirming  14  Fed.  Rep.  753;  complaint  by  scripholders  against 

Oglesby  v.  Attrlll,  105  U.  S.  605;  a  land  company  for  refusing  to 

Forbes  v.  Whitlock  (1841),  3  Edw.  carry   out   its  agreement  to  take 

Ch.  446;   Dale  v.  Grant,   34  L.  J.  its  scrip  for  land,  is  defective  if 

142.  it  does  not  state  that  the  plaintifts 

23  Oliphant    v.    Woodburn,    etc.  had  been  damaged,  or  that  defend- 
Co.  (1885),  63  Iowa,  332.  ant  had   refused  to  receive  from 

24  Thomas      v.      Musical,      etc.  them  scrip  for  lands  as  agreed. 
Union    (1890),  121  N.  Y.  45;    re- 
versing 49  Hun,  171. 
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stockholders  to  hold  a  corporation  liable  for  mismanagement,  ir- 
regularities in  its  formation  can  not  be  inquired  into;^°  although 
it  has  been  held  that  a  stockholder  is  not  estopped  by  his  sub- 
scription to  deny  the  lawful  existence  of  a  corporation  prohibited 
by  the  State  constitution.^" 

§  565.  Shareholders'  suits  against  directors  and  other  offi- 
cers and  agents. — The  stockholders  may  sue  the  corporate 
directors  or  officers  only  upon  the  same  principles  that  govern 
their  suits  against  the  corporation.'^  Accordingly,  only  in  cases  of 
aggravated  misconduct,  will  equity  interfere  with  the  acts  of  cor- 
porate officers.'^  And  although  a  shareholder  in  a  proper  case 
may  maintain  proceedings  to  restrain  the  directors  from  a  con- 
templated action  which  is  illegal  and  ultra  vires,  notwithstanding 
that  all  the  other  shareholders  approve  and  assent  to  the  action, 
an  injunction  will  not  be  granted  unless  a  clear  and  strong  show- 
ing is  made.^'  A  stockholder  can  not  hold  the  corporation  itself 
liable  for  the  negligence  of  its  directors.'*    He  may,  however. 


28  Merchants'  &  Planters'  Line  v. 
"Waganer,  71  Ala.  581. 

30  St.  Louis  Colonization  Assn. 
Tf.  Hennessy,  11  Mo.  App.  555. 

siCicotte  V.  Anclaux  (1884),  53 
Micli.  227. 

s2Cicotte  V.  Anciaux  (1884),  53 
TVIicli.  227.  After  the  undertaking' 
has  been  under  statutory  powers 
handed  over  to  another  company 
In  consideration  of  moneys  which 
are  In  the  control  of  the  directors 
of  the  old  company,  a  shareholder 
may  maintain  an  action  for  ac- 
count .  against  the  directors. 
Browne  &  Theobald's  Ry.  Law, 
104,  citing  Cramer  v.  Bird,  6  Bq. 
143.  Similarly,  when  an  act  di- 
rected that  a  company  should 
transfer  its  property  to  another 
company  and  be  dissolved,  and 
that'  the  money  to  be  paid  by  the 
purchasing  company  should  be 
applied  in  a  particular  way 
among  creditors  and  preferential 
shareholders,  it  was  held  that  a 
properly  framed  bill  by  a  cred- 
itor and  preferential  shareholder 
might  be  sustained.  Ward  v.  Sit- 
tingbourne,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  9  Ch.  488. 

33  Thus,  in  an  action  under  a 
■statute  providing,  that  stockhold- 


ers and  creditors  of  corporations 
may  sue  the  officers  to  compel  an 
accounting  for  official  misconduct, 
where  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint are  that  plaintiff  is  a  cred- 
itor and  stockholder  of  the  cor- 
poration; that  the  president,  who 
was  one  of  the  defendants,  had 
appropriated  property  of  the  cor- 
poration to  his  own  use,  and  in- 
tended to  remove  all  the  corpo- 
rate property  from  the  county 
where  the  corporation  did  busi- 
ness; that  it  had  ceased  to  do 
business;  and  that  both  it  and 
the  president  were  insolvent,  al- 
though specifically  denied,  an  In- 
junction against  defendant's  inter- 
fering with  the  corporate  prop- 
erty until  the  trial  will  not  be 
disturbed.  Hayt  v.  Malone  (1890), 
9  N.  Y.  Supp.  877,  construing  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §§  1781,  1782;  Du 
Pont  V.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  18 
Fed.  Rep.  467,  21  Blatchf.  C.  Ct. 
534,  which  was  a  proceeding  to  re- 
strain the  directors  of  defendant 
corporation  from  issuing  a  large 
amount  of  second  mortgage  bonds. 
Si  Oliphant  v.  Woodburn,  etc. 
Co.,  63  Iowa,  332. 
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maintain  an  action  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  against  the  officers 
for  fraud,  wrongs,  breaches  of  trust  and  for  the  money  of  which 
they  have  fraudulently  deprived  the  company,  and  the  corporation 
may  be  joitied  as  a  party  defendant.*^  Actions  against  directors 
to  compel  them  to  the  performance  of  their  d-uties,  must  be  instit- 
uted ordinarily  in  the  name  of  the  company,^"  and  the  damages 
recovered  belong  not  to  the  stockholders  but  to  the  corporation.*' 
§  566.  (a)  Shareholders'  suits  for  negligence  and  mismanage- 
ment.— The  losses  resulting  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of 
directors  or  other  corporate  officers,  are  injuries  to  the  stock- 
liolders,  although  indirectly;  but  in  contemplation  of  law  the 
injury  is  to  the  corporation,  and  the  officers  are  therefore  liable  to 
it,  and  not  to  the  stockholders  in  an  action  at  law  for  damages.*' 
The  general  rule  is  that  the  remedy  by  the  corporation  against 
the  directors,  is  at  law  and  not  in  equity.*®  If  the  corporation 
corruptly  neglects  or  refuses  to  bring  the  action,  a  stockholder's 
remedy  is  in  equity,  in  his  own  behalf,  and  that  of  all  the  other 
stockholders.*"  A  receiver  may  bring  the  suit  in  equity  upon  the 
liability  of  directors  for  negligence  and  mismanagement.*"-  The 
suit  by  receiver  for  negligence  should  be  at  law,  and  separately 
against  each  director.*^  It  does  not  abate  by  reason  of  death  of 
the  defendant  director.*'  Under  order  of  the  court,  the  receiver 
may  compromise  the  suit  for  negligence,  and  release  the  directors, 

ssBeach   v.    Cooper    (1887),    72  691;  Fox  v.  Hale,  etc.  Co.  (1895), 

Cal.  99.  ,  108  Cal.  475;  Dewing  y.  Perdicaris, 

ssHersey  v.   Yeazie,   24   Me.   9,  96  U.  S.  193,  198;  Smitli  v.  Hurd, 

41  Am.  Dec.  364;   Smith  v.  Hurd,  53   Mass.   371,   46   Am.   Dec.   690; 

12    Met.    371,    46    Am.    Dec.    690;  Smith    v.    Poor,    40    Me.    415,    63 

Taylor    on    Corporations,    §    615.  Am.  Dee.  672;  Evans  v.  Brandon, 

But    wiere    the    organizers    of    a  53  Tex.   56;    Carter  v.  Ford,  etc. 

joint-stock  company  put  in,  as  a.  Co.,  85  Ind.  180. 
part  of  the  capital  stock,  certain  ss  Empire,   etc.    Bank   v.   Beard 

patent-rights,    and    by   fraudulent  (1896),  151  N.  Y.  638. 
puffing  induced  others  to  buy  the  so  Empire,   etc.   Bank  v.   Beard 

stock   at   fictitious    rates,    it    was  (1896),  151  N.  Y.  638. 
held     that    whether    the    buyers  *o  Flynn  v.  Brooklyn,  etc.  R.  R. 

could  set  aside  the  sales  or  not,  (1896),    9   N.   Y.   App.   Div.    269; 

they  were  not  entitled  to  gain  con-  Hanna    v.     People's,     etc.     Bank 

trol  of  the  company,  and  pursue  (1901),  35  N.  Y.  Misc.  Rep.  517. 
their   remedy   against   the   direct-  «  Fisher  v.  Parr  (1901),  92  Md. 

ors  in  the  corporate  name.     Flag-  245;  Cockrill  v.  Abeles  (1898),  86 

ler,   etc.   Co.   v.   Flagler,,  19   Fed.  Fed.  505. 
Hep.  468.  *2Dykman    v.    Kenney    (1897), 

37  Wallace  v.  Lincoln  Sav.  Bank  154  N.  Y.  483. 
(1891),    89    Tenn.    630;    Grant   v.  « O'Brien  v.    Blaut    (1897),   17 

Lookout,  etc.  Co.  (1894),  93  Tenn.  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  288. 
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even  against  dissent  of  some  of  the  stockholders.**  Directors  in 
national  banks  are  largely  exempt  from  personal  liability  for  neg- 
ligence.*^ A  director,  having  knowledge  that  an  unauthorized  act 
is  being  done  by  the  corporation,  cannot  avoid  personal  liability 
therefor,  unless  he  by  his  protest  prevents  the  act,  or  institutes 
action  in  equity  to  prevent  or  to  remedy  the  wrong.*"  As  ex-' 
ample  of  negligence  for  which  the  directors  may  be  held  personally 
liable,  bank  directors  are  liable  for  accepting,  notes  which  are  not 
good,  in  payment  of  a  subscription  to  its  stock.*^  A  depositor  in 
a  bank  may  hold  the  directors  liable  for  loss  of  his  money  through 
their  gross  negligence.  Or  false  statements  as  to  the  financial  con- 
dition of  the  bank,**  or  for  receiving  the  deposit  after  knowledge 
of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank.*'  A  bank  president  is  liable  where 
he  cancels  a  debt  for  a  relative,  taking  in  payment  securities  which 
become  worthless.'"'  Bank  directors  are  responsible  for  losses  to 
the  bank  where  they  leave  the  business  to  irresponsible  subordinate 
officers,  who  make  illegal  loans,  or  loans  upon  insufficient  secur- 
ity.'^ Where  the  plaintiffs,  stockholders  and  owners  of  scrip  in 
a  land  company,  sued  the  company,  and  the  directors  thereof,  to 
secure  art  accounting  for  land-scrip  issued  by  the  company,  which 
was  distributed  among  the  stockholders,  but  afterwards  retired, 
then  distributed  as  dividends  and  taken  again  for  land  of  the 
company,  to  the  detriment  of  the  redemption  of  other  land-scrip, 
it  was  held  that  as  the  action  was  brought,  not  for  any  loss  or 
injury  to  plaintiflfs,  but  to  sustain  the  rights  of  the  company  alone 
against  the  misdonduct  of  its  directors,  the  right  to  maintain  it- 
depended  upon  plaintiffs  showing  a  misappropriation  of  the  scrip 
by  the  directors.'^  In  these  cases  in  the  nature  of  an  accounting, 
the  acts  constituting  the  default  of  the  officers  need  not  be  set 
forth  in  detail."'    The  fact  that  one  of  the  stockholders  of  a  cor- 

*4  People     V.      Anglo-American,  *»  Cassidy   v.   Uhlmann    (1902), 

etc.  Assn.    (1901),   66  N.  Y.  App.  170  N.  Y.  505. 

Div.  9;   Woerz  v.  Schumacher,  37  ,      bo  Lawrence  v.   Stearns    (1897), 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  374  (1899);  Chet-  79  Fed.  878. 

wood  V.  California  Nat.  r'.  R.,  113  ei  RoWnson  y.  Hall    (1894),   63 

Cal.  414  (1896).  Fed.  222;  Campbell  v.  Watson,  62 

45Briggs   V.    Spaulding    (1891),  N.  J.  Eq.  396  (1901),  50  Atl.  120; 

141  XT.  S.  132.  Commercial  Bank  v.  Chatfield,  127 

*scassidy   v.   Uhlmann    (1902),  Mich.  407   (1901). 

170  N.  Y.  505.  52  Rogers    v.    Phelps    (1890),    9 

47  Coddington    v.    Canaday,    157  N.  Y.  Supp.  886. 

Ind.  243  (1901),  61  N.  B.  567.  ss  Halsey  v.  Ackerman,  38  N.  J. 

*8  Solomon  v.  Bates   (1896),  118  Eq.  501,  affirming  37  N.  J.  Eq.  356. 

N.  C.  311,  24  S.  E.  478.  See,  also,   Gardner  v.  Pollard,  10 
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poration  is  offensive  to  the  trustees  and  obstructive  in  his  manner 
and  methods,  is  no  excuse  for  their  neglect  of  the  business  of  the 
corporation.^*  And  the  fact  that  a  stockholder  has  a  suit  pending 
at  law  against  the  trustees  of  a  corporation,  does  not  deprive  him 
of  a  standing  in  a  court  of  equity  to  set  aside  a  purchase  by- 
trustees  at  a  foreclosure  sale  of  the  company's  property.^'  Where 
directors  of  a  railway  company  voted  unlawfully  to  pay  a  salary, 
and  at  a  subsequent  meeting  some  of  them  voted  to  issue  the  com- 
pany's notes  for  the  salary,  an  action  by  the  stockholders  can  not 
be  maintained  against  those  who  voted  to  pay  the  salary,  but  did 
not  vote  for  the  issue  and  negotiation  of  the  notes.^' 

§  567.  (b)  Injunction  to  restrain  ultra  vires  acts. — In  suit 
against  the  president  for  misappropriation  of  money,  he  owning 
a  majority  of  the  stock,  may  be  enjoined  from  holding  an  election 
for  a  new  board  of  directors,  inasmuch  as  they  may  defeat  the 
objects  of  the  suit.°^  Where  a  corporation  has  borrowed  money 
in  excess  of  its  authority  to  incur  indebtedness,  and  used  the 
money  for  the  benefit  of  the  corporation  and  stockholders,  they 
can  not  claim  the  act  to  be  illegal,  although  the  money  may  have 
been  used  for  an  ultra  vires  purpose.^^ 

§  568.  (c)  Appointment  of  receiver. — Though  the  court  has 
extensive  powers  in  the  appointment  of  receivers,  it  will  do  so  in 
case  of  fraud  of  directors,  only  where  the  business  of  the  cor- 
poration can  no  longer  be  conducted  with  advantage  to  the  stock- 
holders ;  because,  in  such  case,  the  appointment  of  receiver,  often 
in  effect,  is  to  punish  the  innocent  for  the  acts  of  the^uilty.^^ 

Suspension  of  the  powers  of  oMcers  during  receivership.— ^'It 
is  well  settled  that  there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  equity  with  regard 
to  removal  of  corporate  officers  of  any  description,"  but  their 
powers  are  suspended  by  appointment  of  receiver.^" 

Bosw.  674,  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  589,  etc.  Co.  v.  Louisiana,  etc.  Co.,  68 

§  1,  and  591,  §  16.  Fed.  673  (1895) ;  Edison  v.  Phono- 
si  Raleigi  v.  Fitzpatrick  (1887),  graph   Co.    (1894),    52   N.    J.   Bq. 

43  N.  J.  Bq.  501.  620;    Bdwards   v.   Bay   State  Gas 

5s  Raleigh  V.  Fltza)atrlck  (1887),  Co.  (1898),  91  Fed.  942;  Fisher  v. 

43  N.  J.  Bq.  501.  San  Francisco  Supreme  Court,  110 

58  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.  v.  Knee-  Cal.  129  (1895);  Stockton  v.  Har- 
land  (1890),  120  N.  Y.  134,  modi-  men  (1893),  32  Fla.  312,  13  So. 
lying  45  Hun,  590.  833;   North  American,  etc.  Co.  v. 

57Coxe   V.    Huntsville,    etc.    Co.  Watklns    (1901),    109    Fed.    101; 

(1901),  129  Ala.  496,  29  So.  867.  Worth,   etc.   Co.  v.  Bingham,   116 

68Traer  v.  Lucas  P.  Co.   (Iowa,  Fed.  785  (1902). 
1904),  99  N.  W.  290.  eo  Neall  v.  Hill    (1860),  16  Cal. 

59  Hyde  Park  Gas  Co.  v.  Kerber  145,  76  Am.  Dec.  508. 
(1879),   5   111.   App.   132;    United, 
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§  569.  (d)  The  corporation  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit. — ■ 
The  corporation  is  an  indispensable  party  to  a  stockholders'  suit 
to  set  aside  as  fraudulent,  and  to  cancel,  an  instrument  executed 
"by  the  corporation.  In  its  absence,  the  court  will  not  entertain 
;a  motion  for  preliminary  injunction."^  If  justice  to  stockholders 
can  not  be  attained  through  an  action  by  the  corporation,  they 
may  sue,  making  the  corporation  a  party  defendant."^  In  all  cases 
where  the  corporation  is  not  a  party  plaintiff  it  must  be  made 
■defendant,  as  in  proceedings  to  restrain  the  usurpation  of  cor- 
porate franchises  f^  in  a  suit  against  directors  of  a  dissolved  cor- 
-poration  for  mismanagement  of  its  affairs  f^  where  a  bill  is  filed 
to  set  aside  a  mortgage  made  by  the  corporation ;°'  and  where  a 
Taill  is  filed  under  a  statute  to  wind  up  and  dissolve  the  company 
and  sell  its  property  and  distribute  the  proceeds."" 

Allegations  which  are  necessary. — A  stockholder,  to  maintain 
a  suit  for  a  corporation,  or  for  his  associate  stockholders,  where 
the  rights  of  the  corporation  are  involved,  must  allege  that  the 
•directors  decline  to  bring  suit  or  permit  him  to  do  so  in  the  name 
of  the  corporation,  and  the  corporation  rnust  be  made  a  party, 
otherwise  no  cause  of  action  appears,  a  necessary  party  not  being 
hefore  the  court;  and  the  defect  can  not  be  remedied  by  special 
•demurrer,  nor  can  the  court  require  the  corporation  to  be  made 
a  party,  but  the  suit  must  be  dismissed  f  although  leave  may  be 
given  to  amend  and  toadd  the  company  as  a  defendant."*  Where, 
in  an  action  by  a  corporation,  the  complaint  avers  that  the  action 
was  commenced  by  a  minority  of  the  stockholders  "by  express 
consent,  direction  and  authority  of  the  corporation,"  a  demurrer 

»i  Morehead    v.    Southern    Pac.  made  to  appear  that  it  is  neces- 

€0.  (1903),  123  Fed.  350.     .  sary  for  the  stockholders  to  bring 

s2  Brewster  v.  Hatch,  10  Ahb.  N.  the  action  in;  order  to  prevent  a 

Cas.  400.     In  this  case,   although  complete  failure  of  justice.    In  the' 

a    mining    corporation    ■was    the  latter  case,   the  corporation  must 

party     primarily    aggrieved,     the  he  made  a  party  defendant.   Byers 

complaint    sho-wed    special     dam-  v.  Rollins  (1889),  13  Colo.  22. 
ages    entitling    the   plaintiff    suh-  «3  People  v.  Flint,  64  Cal.  49. 

■scrihers  to  mairitairi  the  action  as  84eatap  v.  Taylor  (N.  J.  1890), 

against  defendant  promoters  who  19  Atl.  Rep.  968. 
had  retained  certain  proceeds   of  e5  Coxe  v.  Hart  (1884),  53  Mich, 

a  trust  sale.    So,  where  officers  of  557. 

a  corporation  have  assets  in  their  ee  Hurst  v.  Coe  (1887),  30  W.  Va. 

possession  belonging  to  the  corpo-  158. 

ration,    the    corporation,    and   not  or  Shawhan  v.   Zinn    (1882),   70 

the    stockholders,    is    the    proper  Ky.  300. 

party  to  bring  an  action  to  com-  os  Silber  Light  Co.  V.  Sllber,  12 

l>el  them  to  account,  unless  it  is  Ch.  Div.  717. 
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that  it  has  no  legal  capacity  to  sue,  because  the  suit  was  com- 
menced without  authority  of  the  directors  or  a  majority  of  its 
stockholders,  is  not  well  taken.""  It  would  seeem  that  in  England 
where  a  single  shareholder  brings  an  action  in  the  name  of  the 
company,  the  court  may  direct  a  meeting  of  the  company,  and  if 
a  majority  disapprove  of  the  action,  the  name  of  the  company 
will  be  struck  out  as  plaintiff.''' 

§  570.  (e)  Suit  by  a  single  stockholder. — A  single  stock- 
holder, in  a  proper  case,  may  sue  for  himself  and  others,'^  as  when 
a  corporation  is  under  the  control  of  officers  who  should  be  made 
defendants  in  a  suit  to  investigate  the  mismanagement  of  the  cor- 
porate affairs.''^  So,  also,  where  a  company's  charter  was  re- 
pealed by  the  legislature  and  its  franchises  and  property  trans- 
ferred to  another,  and  the  company  refused  to  seek  a  remedy,  it 
was  held  that  a  stockholder  asking  for  an  injunction  on  the  ground 
that  the  statute  impaired  the  obligation  of  a  contract,  had  a  stand- 
ing in  equity.'^  So,  again,  where  the  majority  of  the  stockholders 
of  a  corporation  are  illegally  pursuing  a  course,  in  the  name  of 
the  corporation,  which  is  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  other 
stockholders,  and  which  can  only  be  restrained  by  a  court  of 
equity,  an  action  to  obtain  equitable  relief  may  be  maintained  by 
an  aggrieved  stockholder,  and  those  whose  rights  are  thus  affected 
may  join  as  plaintiffs  in  the  action.'*  And  a  complaint,  to  procure 
the  cancellation  of  illegal  stock,  although  in  form  in  behalf  of 
plaintiff  alone,  stating  that  other  stockholders  are  injured,  and 
that  the  stock  was  issued  against  their  wishes,  and  praying  for 
relief  which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  all,  is  in  behalf  of  all,  and 
any  stockholder  may  become  a  party  plaintiff  on  application.'" 
But  one  who  is  a  stockholfler  in  two  corporations,  can  not  bring 
suit,  to  enjoin  the  owner  of  a  controllijig  interest  in  one  of  them 
from  voting  at  a  stockholders'  meeting  in  favor  of  its  engaging 
in  a  certain  business,  on  the  ground  that  engaging  therein  would 
be  an  illegal  interference  with  the  rights  of  the  other  corpora- 
ls Lang  Syne  Min.  Co.  v.  Ross  ^i  Ithaca,  etc.  Co.  v.  Truman,  30 
(1888),  20  Nev.  127.                               Hun,  212. 

70  MacDougall  v.  Gardiner,  1  Ch.  72  Ithaca  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Tru- 

Div.   13;    Exeter,   etc.   Ry.   Co.   v.      man,  30  Hun,  212. 
Buller,  5  Rob.  C.  211;   East  Pant  's  Greenwood  v.  Union  Freight 

Du  Lead  Min.  Co.  v.  Merryweather,      R.  Co.,  105  XT.  S.  13.  . 
13  W.  R.  216;  2  H.  &  M.  254.    See,  TiBarr  v.  New  York,  L.  B.,  etc. 

too.  Cape  Breton  Co.  v.  Fenn,  17      R.  Co.,  96  N.  Y.  444. 
Ch.  Div.  198.  '5  Wood  v.  Union,  etc.  Assn.,  63 

Wis.  9   (1885). 
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tion.'°  Nor  can  he  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  corporation  itself 
from  engaging  in  the  business,  on  the  ground  that  by  so  doing,  it 
will  expose  itself  to  vexatious  and  expensive  litigation,  and  so 
■diminish  the  value  of  plaintiff's  stock/^  Nor  does  he  acquire  the 
right  to  maintain  the  suit  by  the  fact  that  when  he  subscribed 
for  his  stock,  he  remonstrated  against  the  corporation  engaging 
in  that  business,  and  that  the  corporation  and  its  principal  stock- 
holder agreed  not  to  engage  therein.'*  Where  an  action  is 
thus  brought  in  respect  of  an  ultra  inres  act,  which  may  affect 
fh'e  rights  of  any  particular  class  of  shareholders,  that  class  is 
■sufficiently  represented  by  one  of  its  members.''  But  one  can  not 
sue  on  behalf  of  scrip  and  stock  holders,  when  it  is  conceded  that 
liie  stockholders  have  no  cause  of  action.*"  For  the  class  which 
the  plaintiff  represents  must  be  a  class  of  persons  having  the 
same  interest,  and  must  not  be  composed  of  persons  who  have  ad- 
verse claims  f^  although  if  the  illegal  act  is  the  act  of  the  whole 
company  or  its  executive,  different  classes  of  shareholders  need 
not  be  independently  represented.*^  Under  a  constitutional  pro- 
vision that  a  list  of  the  stockholders  of  the  corporation  shall  be 
kept  in  its  office  for  the  inspection  of  stockholders  and  creditors, 
mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  the  corporation  to  allow  a  stock- 
holder to  make  a  list  of  the  other  stockholders  in  order  that  they 
may  be  induced  to  join  with  him  in  a  suit  he  proposes  to  institute 
against  the  corporation,  and  to  share  with  him  the  expenses  of 
the  suit.*^ 

§  571.  (f)  The  stockholder's  necessary  interest  in  the  suit. — 
A  real  and  present  interest  in  the  stock  is  necessary  to  enable  the 

76  Converse  v.  Hood  (1889),  149  maintained  if  the  plaintiff  is  par- 
Mass.  471.  sonally     precluded     from     suing. 

77  Converse  v.  Hood  (1889),  149  Burt  v.  British,   etc.  Assn.,  4   De 
Mass.  471.  •  Gex  &  J.  158. 

78  Converse  v.  Hood  (1889),  149  so  Rogers  v.  New  York,  etc.  Co. 
Mass.  471.-  (1888),  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  908. 

79  Hoole  V.    Great  Western   Ry.  si  Ward  v.  Sittingbourne,  etc.  R. 
€0.,    3    Ch. ,  262.      See  Cramer   v.  Co.,  9  Ch.  88. 

Bird,  6  Eq.  143.    He  is  entitled  to  f2  Browne     &     Theobald's     Ry. 

sue  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  Law,   105,    citing   Hoole   v.   Great 

others     similarly     interested,     al-  Western  Ry.  Co.,  3  Ch.  262. 
though  no  member  of  the  class  be-  ss  Appeal    of    Empire,    etc.    Co. 

sides   himself  may  be  willing,  to  (Pa.   1890),   7  Ry.   &  Corp.  L.   J. 

sue.      Browne    &    Theobald's    Ry.  470;    Commonwealth  v.   Iron  Co., 

Law,   104,   and   cases   there   cited.  105  Pa.  St.  Ill;   Buck  v.  Collins, 

But   though  Uiere   may  be  mem-  57   Ga.   391;    Webber  v.  Townley, 

-bers  of  the  class  willing  and  en-  43  Mich.   534;    Bean  v.  People,   7 

titled  to  sue,  the  suit  cannot  be  Colo.  200. 
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owner  thereof  to  bring  a  suit  against  the  company.  It  is  no 
objection  to  an  action  by  a  shareholder,  that  he  has  become  a 
shareholder  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  action.**  And  a 
stockholder  may  maintain  an  action  to  set  aside  an  election  of 
directors,  although  at  the  same  time  of  the  election  no  stock  had 
stood  in  his  name  on  the  books  of  the  corporation,  sufficiently  long 
to  entitle  him  to  vote.^^  So,  also,  the  original  allottee,  or  the  pur- 
chaser of  scrip  issued  to  raise  funds  for  a  particular  purpose, 
whether  he  has  been  registered  or  not,  may  maintain  an  action 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  other  scripholders  to  restrain  the  com- 
pany from  applying  the  funds  to  other  purposes,  and  the  vendor 
of  the  scrip  need  not  be  a  party.^"  And  again,  a  stockholder  may 
enjoin  the  misapplication  of  corporate  funds  under  an  agreement 
entered  into  before  his  stock  was  issued,  where  he  had  a  vested 
right  to  receive  it  before  the  agreement  was  made.'^  A  further 
example  of  this  principle  is  that  owners  of  stock  in  a  corporation 
have  the  right  to  enjoin  the  corporation  from  performing  an 
ultra  vires  contract,  made  before  they  became  stockholders,  and 
the  right  can  not  be  defeated  by  the  refusal  of  the  officers  to  trans- 
fer the  stock  upon  the  company's  books.*^  But  an  action  can  not 
be  maintained  against  a  corporation  by  a  stockholder  where  the 
bill  contains  no  allegation  that  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction  complained  of,  or  that  he  acquired  his 
shares  by  operation  of  law.*^  Neither  should  a  corporation  be 
enjoined  from  paying  a  debt  in  the  mode  agreed  to  by  all  of  its 
shareholders,  except  the  plaintiff,  who  had  not  paid  for  his  stock.^* 
Nor,  it  would  seem,  may  a  shareholder  who  is  a  mere  trustee, 
maintain  a  representative  action  against  the  company;'^  nor  the 

siSeaton  v.   Grant,    2   Ch.   459;  Colony  Water  Co.   (1884),  67  Cal. 

Bloxam  v.  Metropolitan,  Ry.  Co.,  3  532. 

Ch.   337.     But  see  Rice  v.  Rocke-  ssBagshaw    v.    Eastern    Union 

feller   (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  Gen.  Term,  Ry.  Co.,  7  Hare,  114. 

1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  129.  re-  87  Hill  v.  Glasgow  R.  Co.  (1890), 

viewed    at    length,    infra,    §    950.  41  Fed.  Rep.  610. 

And  a  person  who  Is  indemnified  as  Carson  v.  Iowa  City,  etc.  Co. 

by  other  parties,  and  is  not  6o»o  (1890),    80    Iowa,    638,    45   N.   W. 

fide  acting  in  his  own  interest  as  Rep.  1068. 

shareholder,   will   not  be  allowed  89Whittemore      v.       Amoskeag 

to   maintain   an   action.     Forrest  Bank,   26   Fed.  Rep.   819;    Danne- 

V.  Manchester,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  7  Jur.  meyer   v.   Coleman,    8    Sawy.   51; 

(N.   S.)    887,   4   De   Gex,   F.   &  J.  Taylor  v.  Holmes,  127  U.  S.  489. 

126;   Tilber  V.  London,  B.  &  S.  C.  90Landes  v.  Globe  Planter  Mfg. 

Ry.  Co.,  1  Hurl.  &  M.  489;  Browne  Co.  (1885),  73  Ga.  176. 

&  Theobald's  Ry.  Law,  105.  si  Bagshaw    v.    Eastern    Union 

85  Wright  V.   Central  California  Ry.  Co.,  7  Hare,  114,  2  Macn.  &  G. 
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holder  of  a  scrip  certificate  after  he  has  assigfled  the  shares  men- 
tioned in  the  scrip."^  And  a  shareholder  in  one  company  can  not 
sue  a  second  company  to  enjoin  it  from  making  an  exchange 
of  stock  with  a  third,  in  the  stock  of  which  his  company  has  an 
equitable  interest.  Even  if  he  has  the  right  to  sue  for  his  com- 
pany, it  can  not  interfere  with  a  company  in  which  it  holds  no 
stock."^ 

§  572.  (g)  Necessary  allegations  by  stockholders. — Any 
fraudulent,  ultra  vires  or  negligent  act  by  the  directors,  being  an 
injury  to  the  corporation,  its  duty  is  to  bring  an  action  to  remedy 
the  wrong.  Upon  its  failure  therein  any  stDckhd>lder  may  sue, 
but  he  is  required  first  to  request  of  the  corporate  officers,  that 
suit  be  brought  by  the  corporation ;  upon  refusal  or  neglect  to 
act  upon  this  request,  the  stockholder  himself  may  bring  the 
suit."*  In  his  bill  of  complaint,  he  must  allege  the  request  and 
non-compliance. "^  For  failure  to  make  the  request,  the  plaintiff's 
bill  will  be  dismissed."" 

Request. — His  request  to  the  directors  is  sufficient.  He  need 
not  apply  to  the  stockholders."^  As  to  remedy  of  an  ultra  vires 
act  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  stockholder  to  make  the 
request  to  the  directors."^  The  request  is  unnecessary,  and  the 
allegation  of  request  may  be  omitted  when  the  guilty  directors 
control  the  corporation,""  but  the .  bill  must  clearly  explain  why 
the  request  was  not  made.^  It  would  be  a  mockery  to  require 
or  permit  a  suit  against  them  to  be  brought  and  prosecuted  under 
their  management.^ 

§  573-  (h)  Request  to  directors  to  sue,  a  prerequisite. — Stock- 
holders can  not  sue  the  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  remedying 
the  wrongs  committed  by  its  officers,  without  first  applying  to 

389.     See  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.  97  Miller  v.   Murray    (1892),   17 

V.  Rushout,  5  De  G.  &  S.  290.  Colo.  408,  30  Pac.  46. 

32  Doyle  V.  Muntz,  5  Hare,  509.  »8  stebbins  v.  Perry  County,  167 

i>3  Mayor  v.  Denver,  etc.  R.  Co.  111.  567  (1897). 

(1889),  38  Fed.  Rep.  197.  99  Loomis  v.   Missouri,   etc.   Ry. 

91  Morgan    v.    King    (1900),    27  (1901),    165    Mo.    469;    Northern, 

Colo.  539,  63  Pac.  416.  etc.  Co.  v.  Snyder  (1902),  113  Wis. 

95  Taylor  v.  Holmes  (1888),  127  516;   Sheridan,  etc.  W.  v.  Marion, 

U.  S.  489;    Dillon  v.  Lee    (1899),  etc.  Co.   (1901),  157  Ind.  292.         , 

110  Iowa,  156.  1  Louisville,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Neal 

96Weidenfeld  v.  Allegheny,  etc.  (Ala.  1900),  29  So.  865. 

R.  R.    (1891),   47  Fed.  11;    South-  2  Heath  v.    Brie  Ry.    (1871),   8 

west,  etc.  Co.  v.  Fayette,  etc.  Co.  Blatchf.  347. 
(1892),  145  Pa.  St.  13;  Roman  v. 
Woolfolk   (1893),  98  Ala.  219. 
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the  directors  to  interfere  and  put  a  stop  to  the  wrongs,  and  a 
refusal  by  the  directors  to  do  so.^  Nor  can  they  sue  on  behalf 
of  the  company  in  their  own  names,  without  showing  that  they 
have  endeavored  in  vain  to  secure  action  on  the  part  of  the  direc- 
tors.* And  a  bill  by  stockholders  against  a  corporation  for  mis- 
management, should  show  that  plaintiffs  have  endeavored  to  se- 
cure their  rights  through  the  meetings  of  the  corporation,  and 
that  they  have  solicited  the  use  of  its  name  to  bring  suit  against 
the  offending  directors."  Before  an  individual  stockholder  can 
be  heard  in  equity  to  ask  that  the  transactions  of  the  corporation, 
acting  through  a  majority  of  its  stockholders  and  through  its 
directors,  be  interfered  with  and  set  aside,  he  must  show  that 
he  has  exhausted  all  the  means  within  his  reach  to  obtain,  within 
the  corporation  itself,  the  redress  of  his  grievances  or  action  in 
conformity  to  his  wishes.'  And  where  a  stockholder  brings  suit 
to  obtain  redress  for  grievances  common  to  others,  and  to  vindi- 
cate the  rights  of  the  corporation,  he  must  show  that  he  has  made 
an  earnest,  not  a  simulated,  effort  to  obtain  redress  within  the 
corporation,  and,  where  time  has  permitted,  that  he  has  en- 
deavored to  induce  the  stockholders,  as  a  body,  to  take  action.'' 
His  bill  must  also  set  forth  in  detail  the  efforts  made  by  him 
to  secure,  on  the  part  of  the  corporation,  the  desired  action,  or 
it  will  be  dismissed.*  An  averment  that  the  corporation  refuses 
to  sue,  is  essential,  and  the  want  of  it  may  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  demurrer  or  by  objection  to  evidence."  But  in  an  action 
by  a  stockholder  to  procure  the  cancellation  of  illegal  stock,  the 
objection  that  the  plaintiff  did  not,  before  suit,  apply  to  the  direc- 

3  Boyd     V.     Sims      (1889),     87  ^Tay.lor  y.  Holmes   (1888),  127 

Tenn.  771;  Hawes  v.  Oakland,  104  XT.  S.  489,  492;  Rothwell  v.  Robin- 

U.    S.   450;    Dimpfell   v.   Railroad  son    (1888),   39  Minn.  1;    City  of 

Co.,  110  U.  S.  209.     Where  a  cor-  Chicago  v.  Cameron,  120  111.  447; 

poration  by  a  valid   contract   ac-  Park  v.  Ulster,  etc.  Co.,  25  "W.  Va. 

quires  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  108. 

another  corporation,  shareholders  »  Merchants'  &  Planters'  Line  v. 

in  the  latter  have  no  standing  in  Waganer,  71  Ala.  581. 

court  to  restrain  the  acts  of  the  6  Dimpfell  v.  Ohio,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 

directors  of  the  former,  it  not  ap-  110  U.  S.  209. 

pearing  that  they  have  unsuccess-  '  Dannemeyer     v.     Coleman,     8 

fully    tried,    within    the  'corpora-  Sawy.  51. 

tion,  to  get  what  they   want,   or  s  Foote  v.  Cunard  Mining  Co.,  17 

that  their  interests   are  betrayed  Fed.  Rep.  46;  Dannemeyer  v.  Cole- 

or  jeopardized.     It  is  not  enough  man,  8  Sawy.  51. 

that    the    former    corporation    is  ,     » Doud  v.  Wisconsin,  etc.  Ry.  Co. 

violating  its  contract.   Converse  v.  (1885),  65  Wis.  108. 
Dimock,  22  Fed.  Rep.  573. 
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tors  for  relief,  goes  to  the  capacity  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue,  and  is 
waived  if  not  demurred  to.^"  If  throug:h  fraudulent  conspiracy 
the  directors  have  refused  to  sue,  they  should  be  made  parties 
defendant  to  the  action  brought  by  the  stockholder.^^  When  a 
corporation  has  been  dissolve^  by  a  foreclosure  sale  of  its  fran- 
chises, but  its  existence  is  continued  by  statutory  provision  for  a 
term  of  five  years,  during  which  suit  may  be  brought  in  its  name 
to  wind  up  its  affairs,  a  bill  by  stockholders  is  well  filed  if  it 
appears  that  the  suit  is  not  a  collusive  one,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  applied  to  such  of  the  late  directors  as  they  can  reach  to 
bring  the  suit,  but  they  have  refused  to  do  so.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  stockholders  may,  in  their  individual  right,  sue 
the  receiver,  to  call  him  to  an  accounting.^^  A  request  by  stock- 
holders to  the  directors  to  bring  a  suit  by  the  corporation  to  enjoin 
a  sale  of  corporate  stock,  was  insufficient  as  an  attempt  to  bring 
about  corporate  action,  where  no  facts  were  given  to  the  directors 
^ipon  which  to  base  such  a  suit.^'  Where  a  request,  that  the 
corporation  itself  bring  the  desired  suit,  is  apparently  useless,  it 
is  excused  and  need  not  be  made.'^*  Accordingly,  where  the 
directors  of  a  corporation,  having  the  authority  to  direct  its  litiga- 
tion, are  themselves  guilty  of  the  wrong  complained  of,  a  court 
of  equity  will  interfere  at  the  instance  of  the  stockholders,  without 
a  demand  and  refusal,  upon  the  part  of  the  directors  to  bring  the 
suit.^*     For  it  would  be  against  the  plainest  principles  of  justice 

10  Wood  V.  Union  Gospel  scission  of  an  illegal  contract 
Church  Building  Assn.  (J884),  63  may  be  brought  by  a  stockholder 
Wis.  9.  of  an  insolvent  corporation  with- 

11  Slattery  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  out  a  previous  demand  upon  the 
91  Mo.  217,  60  Am.  Rep.  245.  corporation   to  sue,   if  the   corpo- 

12  Lafayette  Co.  v.  Neely,  21  ration  appears  unable  to  act  by 
Fed.  Rep.  738.  reason     of     its     directors     being 

13  Doherty  v.  Mercantile  Co.,  69  under  the  control  of  the  persons 
N.  E.  335  (Mass.  1903).  with     whom     the     contract     was 

14  Doud  V.  Wisconsin,  etc.  Ry.,  made.  Currier  v.  New  York,  etc. 
Co.  (1885),  65  Wis.  108.  R.  Co.,  35  Hun,  355.     And  where 

15  Davis  V.  Gemmell  (1889),  70  in  a  suit  by  a  stockholder  against 
Md.  356,  376.  And  where  the  offi-  a  corporation  of  which  he  was  a 
cers  of  a  corporation  have  wasted  member,  the  declaration  alleged  a 
its  funds,  a  shareholder  desiring  conversion  and  misapplication  of 
redress  need  not,  before  resorting  money  by  the  corporation  and  its 
to  the  courts,  make  a  demand,  president,  and  that  the  latter  kept 
which  necessarily  would  be  un-  false  books  of  account  and  refused 
availing,  on  the  offlcers  to  bring  to  pay  over  money  rightly  due 
suit.  Kelsey  v.  Sargent  (1885),  40  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  that  a  suiR- 
Hun,    150.      So   suit   for   the    re-  cient    cause   of   action   had   been 
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to  permit  the  perpetrators  of  the  wrong  to  conduct  a  litigation 
against  themselves.^"  Thus,  an  unlawful  consolidation  sanc- 
tioned by  the  directors  and  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,^^  or 
the  unlawful  voting  by  an  outside  corporation  of  a  majority  pf 
the  stock  of  the  complainant's  corporation,  when  the  former  has 
already  constituted  its  friends  a  majority  of  the  board  of  the 
latter,  may  be  restrained  without  previous  request  to  sue.^*  But 
the  fact  that  a  majority  is  apparently  against  the  party  desiring  to 
bring  suit,  is  not  sufficient  to  excuse  failure  to  make  a  request  that 
the  corporation  act  in  the  matter.^^     So  also  where,  although  a 


stated,  without  alleging  that  the 
corporation  had  refused  to  bring 
suit.  Brown  v.  Buffalo,  etc.  R. 
Co.,   27   Hun,   342. 

le  Davis  v.  Gemmell  (1889),  70 
Md.  356,  376;  Peabody  v.  Flint,  6 
Allen,  52;  Brewer  v.  Boston 
Theatre,  104  Mass.  378;  Pond  v. 
Vermont  Valley  R.  Co.,  12  Blatchf. 
280;  Salomons  v.  Laing,  12  Beav. 
377;  Currier  v.  New  York,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  35  Hun,  355;  Brinckerhoff  v. 
Bostwick,  88  N.  Y.  52;  Rothwell. 
V.  Robinson  (1888),  39  Minn.  1. 
Where  a  stockholder  filed  a  bill 
against  the  corporation,  and  all 
the  directors  thereof,  and  another 
stockholder,  charging  that  the  lat- 
ter defendants  had  entered  into  a 
conspiracy  to  do  an  unlawful  and 
fraudulent  act,  in  furtherance  of 
their  individual  interests,  which 
would  destroy  or  seriously  impair 
the  value  of  the  property  of  the 
corporation;  that  the  directors 
and  their  co-defendant  stock- 
holder helj  among  themselves 
seven-tenths  of  the  stock  of  the 
corporation,  and  that  they  had 
procured  a  vote  of  the  stockhold- 
ers authorizing  the  directors  to 
carry  out  the  project,  he  could 
maintain  the  bill  to  protect  his 
individual  rights,  and  his  suit  was 
not  to  be  defeated  because  it  did 
not  show  a  previous  eftort  on  his 
part  to  secure  redress  by  an  ap- 
peal to  the  directors  or  stockhold- 
ers for  remedial  action.  Barr  v. 
Pittsburgh  Plate-Glass  Co.  (1890), 
40  Fed.  Rep.  412. 


17  Nathan  v.  Tompkins,  82  Ala. 
437. 

18  Mack  V.  De  Bardeleben  (Ala. 
1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  394. 

18  Thus,  a  stockholder  cannnot 
sue  the  manager  until  he  has 
tried  to  obta(in  his  rights  within 
the  corporation,  even  though  the 
manager  owns  a  majority  of  the 
stock  and  elects  a  majority  of  the 
directors.  Allen  v.  Wilson,  28 
Fed.  Rep:  677.  And  a  stockholder, 
complaining  of  misconduct  of  the 
treasurer  of  a  corporation,  is  hot 
excused  from  applying  to  the  di- 
rectors to  bring  suit,  before 
bringing  it  himself,  by  the  fact 
that  the  treasurer  owns  the  ma- 
jority of  the  stock,  though  that 
fact  does  excuse  h'im  from  apply- 
ing to  a  stockholders'  meeting. 
Dunphy  v.  Travelers'  Newspaper 
Assn.  (1888),  146  Mass.  495.  Nor 
can  stockholders  of  a  company, 
without  a  like  demand  upon  it 
and  refusal,  sue  another  company, 
which  is  charged  with  wrongfully 
interfering  with  the  rights  of 
their  company,  simply  because  a 
majority  of  their  directors  are 
stockholders  to  a  larger  extent  in 
the  defendant  company  than  in 
their  own,  and  a  minority  are  also 
directors  in  the  defendant  com- 
pany. Boyd  V.  Sims  (1889),  87 
Tenn.  771;  Huntington  v.  Palmer, 
104  U.  S.  482;  Gas  Co.  v.  William- 
son, 9  Heisk.  314,  338;  Deaderick 
V.  Wilson,  8  Baxt.  131. 
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corporation  has  expired  by  lapse  of  time,  if  it  still  exists  for  the 
purpose  of  winding  up;  and  although  most  of  the  directors  are 
dead,  if  one  of  them  survives,  application  should  be  made  to  him 
to  bring  the  suit,  or  an  effort  should  be  made  to  call  together  the 
stockholders  and  obtain  united  action  in  support  of  a  claim.^*' 
An  allegation  that  the  stockholders  repeatedly  protested  against 
the  evils  complained  of,  without  averring  that  their  protests  were 
made  to  the  directors,  is  entirely  insufficient  to  authorize  them 
to  sue.^^  Again,  where  two  of  the  three  directors  voted  against 
bringing  any  suit,  alleging,  as  the  ground  for  their  action,  that 
they  feared  they  could  not  obtain  justice  in  the  State  courts,  while 
the  third  director,  a  non-resident,  was  willing  to  trust  the  local 
courts,  upon  suit  brought  in  the  federal  court  by  him  the  next  day 
after  the  vote,  it  was  held  that  the  refusal  was  not  so  clearly  real 
and  persistent,  as  to  give  him  authority  to  sue  on  behalf  of  the 
corporation.^^  It  is  not  required  of  a  stockholder  before  suing 
the  corporation  and  its  directors,  to  first  request  action  on  the 
part  of  the  directors,  where  the  corporation  was  controlled  by 
directors  of  a  rival  corporation,  and  the  suit  was  to  cancel  as 
fraudulent  a  contract  between  the  corporations.^^  Nor,  where 
the  directors  sell  to  the  corporation,  property  belonging  to  one 
of  them,  a  stockholder,  and  they  are  still  in  ofhce  and  the  suit 
is  to  set  aside  the  sale,  and  for  repayment  of  the  consideration 
to  the  corporation.^*  Where  the  corporation  had  but  four  direc- 
tors, one  of  whom  was  also  treasurer,  and  two  of  the  directors 
signed  and  served  demand  upon  the  other  two  directors  to  sue 
the  treasurer  for  money  claimed  as  due  from  them  to  the  cor- 
poration, such  demand  was  held  to  be  sufficient,  and  its  refusal 
entitled  other  stockholders  to  bring  suit  on  behalf  of  the  corpora- 
tion.2i> 

20  Taylor  v.  Holmes  (1888),  127  an  attempt  by  a  simulated  ar- 
TJ.  S.  489.  rangement  to  foist  upon  the  fed- 

21  Boyd  V.  Sims,  87  Tenn.  771  .  eral  court  jurisdiction  of  a  case 
(1889).  not  belonging  to  it,  the  court  re- 

22  Detroit  v.  Dean,  106  XT.  S.  537.  fused  to  consider  the  complaint. 
Ace.  Hawes  v.  Oakland,  104  U.  S.  Quincy  v.  Steel  (1887),.  120  U.  S. 
450;    Huntington   v.    Palmer,    104  241,  7  Sup.  Ct.  520. 

XJ.   S.   482.     In  a  case  where  the  23  Lowenstein   v.   Diamond,   etc. 

only    efeort     appearing     to    have  Co.  (1904),  88  N.  Y.  S.  313,  94  App. 

been  made  to  induce  the  corpora-  Div.  383. 

tion  to  assert  its  rights  consisted  24  Polhemus  v.  Polhemus,  88  N. 

of  a  written  demand  sixteen  days  Y.  S.  273  (1904). 

before   suit    brought,    and   where  26  The  Telegraph  v.  Lee  (Iowa, 

the  facts  justified  the  inference  of  1904),  48  N.  "W.  364. 
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§  574-  (J)  Acquiescence  and  delay  by  stockholders  to  sue. — 

The  right  to  restrain  corporate  acts,  ceases  when  the  members 
have  consented  to  the"  will  of  the  majority. ^°  Acquiescence  and 
the  receipt  of  money  from  the  corporation  by  reason  of  the  illegal 
acts,  will  prevent  the  stockholder  from  imj)eaching  its  legality.^' 
Consent  may  be  either  express,  or  inferred  from  the  acquiescence 
of  the  shareholders  after  full  knowledge  of  the  transaction,^*  or 
it  may  be  implied  by  their  silence  for  a  long  period  of  time.^° 
Accordingly,  to  maintain  a  bill  for  fraud,  conspiracy  or  ultra  vires 
acts  against  the  corporation,  its  officers  and  others  who  participate 
therein,  the  stockholders  must  act  promptly  or  forfeit  their  right 
to  equitable  relief.'"     They  can  not,  however,  be  charged  with 


26  Leo  V.  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  19 
Fed.  Rep.  283.  Where  a  stock- 
holder buys  into  a  railroad  corpo- 
Tatlon,  with  knowledge  that  it  is 
acting  on  an  assumed  power  to  in- 
vest in  the  stock  of  railroad  cor- 
porations outside  the  state  of  its 
creation,  his  purchase  under  these 
circumstances  will  be  regarded 
as  an  implied  recognition  of  the 
assumed  power.  Venner  v.  Atchi- 
son, etc.  R.  Co.,  28  Fed.  Rep.  581. 

27  Alexander  v.  Searcy  (1889), 
81  Ga.  536,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  337. 

28  Evans  v.  Smallcombe,  L.  R. 
3  H.  L.  249,  affirming  L.  R.  3  Eq. 
769. 

29  Allen  V.  Wilson,  28  Fed.  Rep. 
677;  Graham  v.  Boston,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  118  U.  S.  161;  Pneumatic  Gas 
Co.  V.  Berry,  113  U.  S.  322; 
Kitchen  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  R.  Co., 
69  Mo.  224;  International,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Bremond,  53  Tex.  96; 
Royal  Bank  v.  Grand  Junction  R. 
Co.,  125  Mass.  490;  In  re  Pinto, 
etc.  Co.,  8  Ch.  Div.  273;  In  re 
Magdalena,  etc.  Co.,  6  Jur.  (N.  S.) 
^75;  Harwood  v.  Railroad  Co.,  17 
Wall.  78;  Badger  v.  Badger,  2 
Wall.  87;  Boardman  v.  Lake 
Shore,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  157; 
Rochdale  Canal  Co.  v.  King,  2 
Sim.  (N.  S.)  89;  Sheldon,  etc.  Co. 
v.  Eickemeyer,  etc.  Co.,  90  N.  Y. 
607;   Alexander  v.  Searcy   (1889), 


81  Ga.  536;  GlfCord  v.  New  Jersey 
R.  Co.,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  171;  Boston, 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  New  York,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  13  R.  I.  ?60;  Ashhurst's  Ap- 
peal, 60  Pa.  St.  290. 

30  Alexander  v.  Searcy,  81  Ga. 
536  (1889),  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  337; 
Dimpfell  v.  Ohio,  etc.  R.  Co.,  110 
U.  S.  209;  Peabody  v.  Flint,  88 
Mass.  54;  Dumphy  v.  Travelers' 
Newspaper  Assn.,  146  Mass.  495 
(1888) ;  Metropolitan  Elevated  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Manhattan  Elevated  Ry.  Co., 
11  Daly,  373,  14  Abb.  N.  Cas.  103: 
Zabriskie  v.  Hackensack,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  17S;  Ashhurst's 
Appeal,  60  Pa.  St.  290;  McLough- 
lin  V.  Detroit,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  8 
Mich.  100;  Spackman  v.  Evans, 
L.  R.  3  H.  L.  171;  Downes  v. 
Ship,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  343;  Gray  v. 
Chaplin,  2  Russ.  136;  Zabriskie  v. 
Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.,  23  How. 
381;  Hervey  v.  Illinois,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  28  Fed.  Rep.  169;  Thompson 
V.  Lambert,  44  Iowa,  239;  Vigers 
V.  Pike,  8  Clarke  &  F.  562,  650; 
Graham  v.  Birkenhead,  etc.  Co.,  2 
Macn.  &  G.  146;  Great  Western  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Oxford,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  3  De 
Gex,  M.  &  G.  341;  Aurora,  etc. 
Soc.  V.  Paddock,  80  111.  263;  Stew- 
art V.  Brie,  etc.  Transportation 
Co.,  17  Minn.  372;  Gregory  v. 
Patchett,  33  Beav.  595;  Brother- 
hood's Case,  31  Beav.  365. 
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acquiescence  by  remaining  still  while  some  of  their  number  are 
seeking  to  impeach  the  transactions.*^ 

A  stockholder  of  a  corporation,  which  unlawfully  purchased 
bank  stock  and  received  the  dividends  for  years,  until  the  bank 
became  insolvent,  cannot  be  held  personally  liable  as  a  stock- 
holder. All  parties  who  acquiesced  are  cbtopped  to  set  up  their 
ultra  vires  acts.^^  When  the  stockholder  has  full  knowledge  of 
a  fraud  or  of  negligence  by  the  director,  and  unreasonably  delays 
action,  he  will  be  barred  by  his  laches  from  bringing  suit.  Where 
he  had  no  notice  of  meetings,  and  no  opportunity  to  inspect  the 
records,  he  is  not  chargeable  with  laches,  and  the  lapse  of  time 
without  notice  or  means  of  knowledge  is  no  bar.**  But  the 
means  of  knowledge  is  presumptive  knowledge.  With  sufhcient 
information  to  lead  him  to  a  fact,  the  stockholder  will  be  charge- 
able with  knowledge  of  that  fact.**  If,  after  knowledge  of  the 
fact,  he  unreasonably  delays  action,  such  knowledge  and.  delay 
will  constitute  laches,  as  a  bar  to  his  suit.*^  Delay  presumes 
acquiescence  and  estoppel.  Delay  is  the  basis  of  laches.**  Where 
a  stockholder  compromised  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  forfeiture  of 
stock  for  fraud,  he  was  not  allowed,  eight  years  later,  to  bring 
another  suit  to  set  aside  assessment  upon  charge  of  newly  dis- 
covered fraud.*^  Reasonable  time  is  allowed  to  bring  suit  in 
equity,  after  the  discovery  of  the  facts  of  fraud  or  negligence.*" 
The  period  of  the  statute  of  limitations  is  often  allowed  as  time 
for  bringing  a  suit.*' 

§  575'     Cost  of   suit     Mandamus  to  enforce  corporate  duty. 

Costs. — Stockholders  bringing  a  suit  on  behalf  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  other  stockholders  who  may  come  in,  are  liable  per 
capita  and  not  pro  rata  upon  their  shares,  for  the  costs  and  ex- 
penses of  the  suit.*"     Mandamus  will  lie  against  a  corporation  to 

31  Metropolitan  Elevated  Ry.  Co.  hey  (1899),  121  Ala.  131,  25  So. 
V.  Manhattan  Elevated  Ry.  Co.,  11      1006. 

Daly,  573,  14  Ahb.  N.  Cas.  103.  37  Marks  v.  Evans    (Cal.   1900), 

32  Hunt  V.   Hauser,   etc.  Co.,  96      62  Pac.  76. 

N.  W.  95   (Minn.  1903).  88  Stoddard  v.  Decatur,  etc.  Co. 

33  Joy  V.  Port  Worth,  etc.  Co.,  24      (1900),  184  111.  53. 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  94   (1900);   Fox  v.  ss  Boyd  v.  Mutual,  etc.  Assn.,  90 

Robbing  (Tex.  1901),  62  S.  "W.  815.  N.    W.    1086    ("Wis.    1902);    Mont- 

34Jessup  V.   Illinois,   etc.  R.  R.  gomery  v.  Lahey  (1899),  121  Ala. 

(1890),  43  Fed.  483.  131,  25  So.  1006. 

36  Loomis   V.   Missouri,   etc.  Ry.  *»  Commonwealth  v.  New  York, 

(1901),  165  Mo.  469.  etc.  Co.,  138  Pa.  St.  58. 

38  Montgomery,   etc.   Co.  v.   La- 
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enforce  its  performance  of  any  duty  imposed  upon  it  by  charter 
or  by  statute,  or  to  enforce  the  right  of  stockholders  or  mem- 
bers." 

§  57S^-  Statutory  remedies  are  cumulative  to,  and  not  in 
exclusion  of  common  law  remedies. — 'A  statutory  remedy  by 
■or  against  a  corporation  is  cumulative  to  the  common  law,  as 
■"where  the  statute  created  a  special  duty  for  the  neglect  of  which 
a  coramon  law  action  would  lie."  That  action  is  not  excluded  by 
the  fact  merely  that  an  extraordinary  liability  in  the  nature  of 
a  penalty  is  also  provided  by  statute.  The  latter  is  only  cumula- 
tive.*^ But  the  statutory  remedy  for  non-performance  is  exclu- 
sive in  case  of  a  duty  imposed  by  statute,  which  duty  does  not 
exist  at  common  law.** 

*i  People  V.  Pacific,  etc.  Co.,  50  *s  Stevens  v.  Proprietors,  etc.,  12 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  280.  Mass.  466. 

*2  Iba  V.  Hannibal  &  St.  Joseph 
K.  Co..  45  Mo.  469. 
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Liability  of  shareholders  In  unincorporated  association.  Sec- 
tions 1372-1394. 

Creditors'  suits  against  stockholders.     Sections  605-619. 

Stockholders'  defenses  to  creditors'  suits.     Sections  620-650. 

Taxation  of  shares  In  the  hands  of  stockholder  and  non-resi- 
dents.    Sections  507-509a. 

Calls  and  assessments  upon  stockholders.     Sections  302-337e. 

Forfeiture  of  shares  for  non-payment  of  subscription.  Sec- 
tions 320-326. 

Enforcement  of,  stockholders'  liabilities.    50  L.  R.  A.  273. 

§  576.  No  liability  at  common  law  for  debts  of  the  cor- 
poration.— At  common  law  the  stockholders  in  a  corporation 
are  not  liable  individually  for  the  corporate  debts.  The  capital 
stock  is  the  fund  to  which  alone  the  creditors  may  resort,  except 
in  cases  of  f  raud.^  The  personal  rfesponsibility  of  the  stockholders 
is  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of' a  body  corporate.^  It  is  always 
a  creature  of  statute.     It  does  not  exist  at  common  law  f  nor  can 


1  Salt  Lake  City  National  Bank 
V.  Hendrickson  (1878),  40  N.  J. 
52;  Atwood  v.  Rhode  Island  Agri- 
cultural Bank  (1850),  1  R.  I.  376; 
Van  Sandan  v.  Moore  (1826),  1 
Russ.  Ch.  392,  408;  Warfield,  How- 
ell &  Co.  V.  Marshall  County  Can- 
ning Co.  (1887),  72  Iowa,  666,  2 
Am.  St.  Rep.  263.  See,  generally, 
as  to  the  status  and  liabilities  of 
members  of  corporations  and  lim- 
ited companies,  articles  in  79  Law 
Times,  414,  438;  49  Law  Times, 
182;  44  Law  Times,  329;  43  Law 
Times,  2,  97,  192,  194;  42  Law 
Times,  419,  495;  40  Law  Times, 
459;  7  Law  Times,  20,  52,  72,  126. 
In  Alabama,  "West  Virginia,  Mis- 
souri, Nebraska  and  Oregon,  there 
are  constitutional  guaranties  that 
stockholders  shall  in  no  case  be 
liable  otherwise  than  for  unpaid 
stock  owned  by  them.  '  Stimson's 
Am.  Stat.  Law  (1886),  §  449.  In 
Carr  v.  Iglehart  (1854),  3  Ohio  St, 
457,  counsel  argued  that  stock- 
holders in  a  corporation  are  indi- 
vidually liable  for  its  debts,  un 
less  by  some  provision  of  the  char- 
ter, or  statute  law,  they  are  ex 
empted  from  such  responsibility, 
"The    counsel    for    the    complain- 


ant," said  the  court,  "admits  that 
Blackstone  and  divers  other  emi- 
nent writers  upon  the  law  and 
also  certain  courts,  have  enter- 
tained a  contrary  opinion,  but  he 
is  very  clear  that  they  were  all 
wrong,  and  he  hopes  and  thinks 
this  court  will  not  be  governed  by 
such  loose  and  inconsiderate  ex- 
pressions, either  of  text  books  or 
judges."  But  the  cojirt  was  of 
opinion  that  counsel  was  wrong 
and  said:  "We  suppose  that  no 
law  is  better  settled  than  that 
they  are  not  liable." 

2  Myers  v.  Irwin  (1816),  2 
Serg.  &  R.  371;  Liverpool  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Massachusetts  (1870),  10  Wall. 
566,  575;  Walker  v.  Lewis  (1878), 
49  Tex.  123;  Jones  v.  Jarman,  34 
Ark.  323  (1879);  Windham  Prov. 
Inst.  v.  Sprague  (1871),  43  Vt. 
502;  Wood  v.  Hicks,  7  Lea,  40; 
New  England  Bank  v.  Stockhold- 
ers (1859),  6  R.  I.  188;  Green  v. 
Beckman  (1881),  59  Cal.  545; 
Salt  Lake  City,  etc.  v.  Hendrick- 
son, 40  N.  J.  Law,  52. 

3  Terry  v.  Little  (1879),  101  U. 
S.  216;  Marshall  Foundry  Co.  v. 
Killain  (1888),  99  N.  C.  501,  6 
Am.    St.    Rep.    539;    Morley    v. 
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it  be  created  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  shareholders,  nor  by  a 
by-law  of  tine  corporation.*  It  is  one  of  the  distinguishing  feat- 
ures of  corporations  that  the  individual  property  of  members  is 
exempt  from  liability  for  corporate  debts.  Herein  consists  the 
great  superiority  of  a  corporation  over  a  partnership  or  an  un- 
incorporated joint-stock  company.^  Immunity  from  such  liability 
is  one  of  the  inducements  which  has  led  to  the  multiplication  of 
private  corporations,  and  caused  them  to  supersede  the  ordinary 
partnership  to  a  great  extent,  in  hazardous  enterprises,  or  enter- 
prises requiring  large  capital.'  The  corporate  creditor  contracts 
with  the  corporation  and  not  with  the  members.''  There  is  no 
privity  of  contract  between  the  subscriber  for  stock  and  the  cred- 
itor of  a  corpyoration,  though  it  be  insolvent.  Unless  by  authority 
of  statute,  the    creditor  can  maintain  no  suit  at   law   against  the 


Thayer  (1880),  3  Fed.  Rep.  737; 
Chase  v.  Lord  (1879),  77  N.  Y.  1; 
Slee  V.  Bloom  (1822),  19  Johns. 
453,  473;  Great  Palls,  etc.  R.  Co. 
V.  Copp  (1859),  38  N.  H.  124; 
State  V.  Morrlstown  Fire  Assn. 
(1851),  3  Zab.  195;  Gray  v.  Coffin 
(1882),  63  Mass.  192,  199;  French 
v.  Teschimaker,  24  Cal.  518,  540; 
Inhabitants  of  Norton  v.  Hodges 
(1868),  100  Mass.  241;  Oliver  v. 
liiverpodl,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  (1868), 
100  Mass.  531,  539;  Coffin  v.  Rich 
(1858),  45  Me.  511.  In  Jerman  v. 
Benton  (1884),  79  Mo.  148,  it  is 
held  that  a  street  railway  com- 
pany Is  a  railroad  corporation 
under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  57,  im- 
posing only  single  liability  on  the 
stockholders  of  "all  existing  rail- 
road corporations."  In  Wise  v. 
Miller  (1887),  45  Ohio  St.  388,  it 
was  held  that  the  stockholders 
being  indirectly  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  corporation  to  an 
amount  equal  to  the  stock  held  by 
them,  and  beneficially  interested 
in  its  credit  and  property  thereby 
obtained,  their  covenant  of  indem- 
nity to  him  who,  on  the  faith  of 
it,  indorsed  the  paper  of  the  cor-' 
poration,  for  their  mutual  bene- 
fit, expressly  created  an  ■obligation, 
like  that  which  the  law  implies 
on    the    part    of   every    principal, 

Vol.  11—53 


and  their  relation  to  him,  if  not 
strictly  that  of  a  surety,  is  anal- 
ogous to  it,  giving  rise  to  corre- 
sponding rights  and  remedies. 
For  further  treatment  of  this 
subject  see  articles  in  7  Ir.  L.  T. 
267;  24  Leg.  Obs.  321;  3  Mo.  West. 
Jnr.  385;  3  Cent.  L.  J.  667;  4  Am. 
L.  Mag.  363,  921;  1  Am.  L.  Mag. 
96;  2  L.  Int.  21Q,  240,  269;  19  Sol. 
J.  &  Rep.  280;  and  the  notes  in 
99  Am.  Dec.  435;  49  Am.  Dec.  310; 
3  Am.  St.  Rep.  806;  Warfleld  v. 
Marshall  County,  72  -Iowa,  666, 
2  Am.  St.  Rep.  263;  Norton  v. 
Hodges,  100  Mass.  241;  Jackson 
V.  Meek,  87  Tenn.  69,  10  Am.  St. 
Rep.  620,  9  S.  W.  225;  Coffin  v. 
Rich,  45  Me.  507,  71  Am.  Dec.  559. 

*  Ireland  v.  Palestine,  etc.  Co., 
19  Ohio,  369;  Gamwell  v.  Pome- 
roy,  121  Mass.  207;  Flint  v.  Pierce 
(1868),  99  Mass.  68;  Trustees  of 
Free  School  v.  Flint  (1847),  54 
Mass.  539;  Kennebec,  etc.  R.  Co. 
v.  Kendall  (1850),  31  Me.  470; 
Reid  V.  Eatonton  Manuf.  Co.,  40 
Ala.  98  (1869). 

5  Spense  v.  Iowa  Valley  Con- 
struction Co.  (1873),  36  Iowa,  407. 

8  Smith  V.  Huckabee  (1875),  53 
Ala.  191;  "Growth  of  Corporate 
Organization,"  20  Cent.  L.  J.  481. 

7  Wood  V.  Hicks,  7  Lea,  40. 
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subscriber  for  the  unpaid  subscription.'  Even  when  the  law  of 
the  State  provides  that  where  an  execution  against  a  corporation 
is  unsatisfied,  execution  may  issue  against  stockholders  to  the 
extent  of  their  unpaid  stock,  it  does  not  make  the  stockholder 
a  debtor  to  the  corporate  creditor,  nor  furnish  the  latter  any  rem- 
edy against  the  estate  of  the  stockholder.'  And  wherever  the 
debt  of  a  corporation  is  satisfied  in  part,  there  is  also  a  pro  tanto 
discharge  of  the  liability  of  stockholders.^"  So  that  if  the  whole 
amount  due  upon  unpaid  subscriptions  be  not  required  to  meet 
the  corporate  liabilities,  then  only  so  much  as  is  requisite  can  be 
collected  in  an  action  instituted  by  the  creditors  of  the  company.^^ 
And  evidence  may  be  introduced  to  show,  whether  or  not  there 
is  any  property,  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  for  the  benefit  of" 
creditors,  which  can  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  claim.^^ 
But,  although  the  corporation  may  have  assets  consisting  of  debts 
owing  it  from  other  parties,  the  creditors  will  not  be  required  to 
await  the  collection  of  doubtful  claims  or  claims  in  litigation. 
"The  shareholders  must  pay,  and  pay  promptly,  and  take  upon 
themselves  the  onus  of  delay  and  risk,  as  to  all  such  cases."^*  In- 
corporators are  also  individually  liable  for  money  illegally  re- 
ceived by  the  corporation,  where  the  corporation  is  but  a  cloak  for 
illegal  transactions.'^*  The  most  distinguishing  feature  of  the 
corporation  is  the  limitation  of  the  liability  of  a  stockholder  to 
the  par  value  of  the  stock  he  holds,  and  herein  a  corporation  is 
distinguished  from  a  partnership.     Amendment  of  a  charter,  un- 

8  Brown  v.  Fisk,  23  Fed.  228;  evidence  of  an  assessment  Is  ad- 
Peterson  V.  Lynde,  106  U.  S.  519;  duced,  recovery  can  be  had  only 
Cooper  V.  Frederick,  9  Ala.  739;  in  case  the  whole  of  the  unpaid 
Thomson,  etc.  Co.  v.  Murray,  60  subscriptions  Is  needed  for  the 
N.  J.  Law,  20,  37  Atl.  443;  Spear  payment  of  the  corporate  debts. 
T.  Grant,  16  Mass.  9;  Jones  v.  Jar-  12  Sleeper  v.  Goodwin,  67  Wis. 
man,  34  Ark.  323.  577,   holding   also   that   when   no 

9  Donnelly  v.  Hoqlgeson  (1885),  such  property  can  be  found,  the 
13  Mo.  App.  15,  construing  Mo.  court  may  in  accordance  with 
Rev.  Stat.,  §  736.  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  (1878),  §  3224,  es- 

10  San  Jose  Savings  Bank  v.  timate  the  respective  liabilities  of 
Pharis  (1882),  58  Cal.  380.        '  the  shareholders  and  enforce  the 

11  Bell's  Appeal  (1887),  115  Pa.  same  by  judgment  without  the  ap- 
St.  88;  Beach  on  Railw&,ys,  §  420.  pointment  of  a  receiver. 

But  see  Citizens'  Trust  Co.  v.  Gil-  is  Moses  v.  Ocoee  Bank,  1  Lea, 

lespie    (1887),    115    Pa.    St.    564,  398,  414.     Ace.  Stark  v.  Burke,  9 

holding   that   where  subsequently  La.  Ann.  341.    See,  also.  Beach  on 

to  an  assignment  made  by  a  corpo-  Railways,  §  420. 

ration  for  the  benefit  of  its  cred-  nMcGrew  v.  City  Produce  Ex- 

itors,   suit  to  collect  unpaid  sub-  change    (1886),    85    Tenn.    572,   4 

scriptions    is    instituted,    and    no  Am.  St.  Rep.  771. 
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der  a  new  statute,  renders  the  shareholders  liable  to  a  statutory 
liability  imposed  by  the  new  statute.^"  Generally  the  statutory 
liability  of  stockholders  is  not  a  penalty  but  is  a  contract  liability.^" 
•Statutory  liability  is  strictly  construed,^^  such  a  statute  does  not 
apply  to  the  existing  charter,  unless  the  statute  expressly  so  pro- 
vides, nqr  does  it  apply  to  charters  granted  without  reserved 
power  of  amendment.^' 

§  577.  Statutory  liability,  and  liability  at  coimnon  law. — At 
•common  law  the  shareholders  of  corporations  are  liable  for  the 
•debts  of  the  corporation,  only  so  far  as  they  may  have  agreed  to 
-contribute  to  the  capital  stock.^°  Properly  speaking,  this  is  not 
a  personal  liability  to  corporate  creditors  for  the  debts  of  the 
company,  but  a  liability  to  the  company  itself  upon  the  contract 
between  themselves  and  it.^°  No  further  liability  can  be  im- 
posed by  means  of  by-laws,"  nor  by  a  resolution  of -the,  trus- 


iBSenn  v.  Levy  (Ky.  1901),  63 
S.  W.  776. 

16 Hanson  v.  Davison  (1898),  73 
Minn.  454. 

17  Foster  v.  Row  (1899),  120 
Micli.  1,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  565. 

laSteiffiel  v.  Tolhurst  (1902),  67 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  521;  Ochiltree  v. 
Railroad  Co.  (1874),  21  Wall.  249. 

19  Jackson  v.  Meeli  (1888),  87 
Tenn.  69,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  620. 

20  United  States  v.  Knox,  102  U. 
■S.  422;  Terry  v.  Little  (1879),  101 
U.  S.  216,  217;  Knower  v.  Haines 
(1887),  31  Fed.  Rep.  513;  Sey- 
mour V.  Sturgess  (1862),  26  N.  Y. 
134;  Freeland  v.  McCuUough,  1 
Denio,  414,  422  (1845),  43  Am. 
Dec.  685,  689,  saying:  "Without 
the  provision  of  the  statute  there 
is  no  legal  liability,  no  cause  ■  of 
action  against  the  defendant,  as- 
suming him  to  have  been  a  stock- 
holder at  the  time  the  debt  was 
contracted;"  Smith  v.  Huckabee 
(1875),  53  Ala.  191;  Niinick  v. 
Mingo  Iron  Works  (1884),  25  W. 
Va.  184;  Woods  v.  Hicks,  7  Lea, 
40;  Walker  v.  Lewis  (1878),  49 
Tex.  123;  Jones  v.  Jarman  (1879), 
34  Ark.  323;  Bird  v.  Calvert,  22 
S.  C.  292;  South  Carolina  Manuf. 
Co.  V.  Bank  of  South ,  Carolina,  fi 
Hich.  Eq.  227;  Inhabitants  of  Nor- 


ton V.  Hodges  (1868),  100  Mass. 
241;  Spear  v.  Grant,  16  Mass,  9; 
Vose  V-  Grant,  15  Mass.  505;  Trus- 
tees V.  Flint,  15  Met.  539;  Ward 
V.  Griswoldville  Manuf,  Co.,  16 
Conn.  593;  Atwood  v.  Rhode 
Island,  etc.  Bank  (1850),  1  R.  I. 
376;  Warfield,  Howell  &  Co.  v. 
Marshall  County  Canning  Co.,  72 
Iowa,  666  (1887),  2  Am.  St.  Rep. 
263,  where  it  was  held  that  share- 
holders- who  have  fully  paid  their 
subscriptions  cannot  be  required 
to  pay  an ,  additional  sum  to  cor- 
porate creditors  by  reason  of  the 
manager  of  the  company  having 
made  use  of  a  letter  head  on 
which  the  capital  stock  was 
stated  to  be  more  than  it  was  in 
fact,  the  creditors  not  being 
shown  to  have  relied  on  the  rep- 
resentation in  extending  credit  to 
the  company;  Adams  v.  Wiscas- 
set  Bank,  1  Me.  361,  10  Am.  Dec. 
88;  Dauchy  v.  Brown  (1852),  24 
Vt.  197;  Salt  Lake  City  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hendrickson  (1878),  40  N.  J. 
52;  Green  v.  Beckman  (1881),  59 
Cal.  545;  French  v.  Teschmaker 
(1864),  24  Cal.  518;  Hampson  v. 
Weare  (1856),  4  Iowa,  13;  Shaw 
V.  Boyland  (1861),  16  Ind.  384. 

21  Reid  V.  Eatonton  Manuf.  Co., 
40  Ga.  98,  2  Am.  Rep.  563;   Trus- 
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tees.''^  Neither  can  a  further  liability  be  created  by  the 
words,  "individual  property  of  stockholders  liable,"  on  the 
face  of  the  corporate  liabilities.^^  It  can  arise  only  by  statute; 
and  when  such  provision  is  made,  it  can  be  enforced  only 
as  therein  provided.^*  It  is  true  that  in  the  early  turnpike  com- 
panies of  New  England,  the  members  were  liable  to  assessment 
beyond  the  amount  due  on  their  stock;  but  the  shares  of  those 
companies  had  no  fixed  par  value;  and  a  member  might  escajpe 
assessment  by  submitting  to  a  forfeiture  for  non-payment.^°  But 
an  additional  personal  liability  to  corporate  creditors,  over  and 
above  the  amount  due  the  company  upon  their  subscriptions,  is 
imposed  by  statute  in  nearly  all  of  the  United  States.^*  This 
liability  is  generally  liinited  in  amount  to  an  additional  sum  equal 
to  the  par  value  of  the  shares  held  by  each  member.^''  But  a 
charter,  or  statutory,  provision  that  the  members  shall  be  jointly 
and  severally  liable  for  all  debts  contracted  during  the  time  they 
held  stock  in  the  company,  without  specifying  the  extent  to  which 
they  shall  be  liable,  is  held  to  impose  an  unlimited  lialbility.^' 
Without  any  formal  subscription,  a  stockholder  may  become  per- 
sonally liable,  by  acquiescence  anti  acceptance  of  the  benefits  of 
membership.^*  The  subscriber's  obligation  depends  upon  the 
terms  of  the  subscription  paper,  and  not  upon  representations 
made  by  anyone  soliciting  the  subscription.'"  Where  the  statutes 
provide  that  the  stockholders  shall  be  individually  liable  for  debts 
of  the  corporation  upon  its  "failure,"  or  insolvency  of,  or  dissolu- 

tees  of  Free  Schools  v.  Flint,  13  art.  xi,   §   2;    Mo.  Const.    (1875), 

Met.  539.     See  note  to .  Thompson  art.  xil,  §  9;   Neb.  Const.   (1875), 

V.  Reno  Savings  Bank,  3  Am.  St.  art.  xi,  §  4;    Stimson's  Am.  Stat. 

Rep.  835.  Law   (1886),   §   449;    Sehricker  v. 

22  Vincent  v.  Chapman,  10  Gill  Ridings,    65    Mo.    208;    Provident 

&  J.  279.  Savings   Inst.   v.  Jackson    (1873), 

23Lowry  v.    Inman    (1871),   46  52  Mo.  552;   Miller  v.  Marion,  50 

N.  Y.  119.  Mo.  55;   Perry  v.  Turner   (1874). 

24Knower  v.  Haines   (1887),  31  55  Mo.  418. 

Fed.  Rep.  513;  Note  to  Thompson  27  yiae  infra,  §  586. 

V.  Reno  Savings  Bank,  3  Am.  St.  28  Patterson  v.  Wybmissing  Mfg. 

Rep.  835.  Co.    (1861),   40   Pa.    St.   117.     Cf. 

26  Middlesex    Turnpike    Co.    v.  Marsh    v.    Burroughs,    1    Woods, 

Swan  (1814),  10  Mass.  384,  6  Am.  403;  Erickson  v.  Nesmith   (1866), 

Dec.  139.  46  N.  H.  371. 

2«  In     some     states,      however,  29  Clevenger    v.    Moore     (N.    J. 

there    are    constitutional    guaran-  1904),  58  Atl.  88. 

ties  against  the  enactment  of  such  so  Tanner  v.  Nichols  (Ky.  1904), 

statutes.     Ala.  Const.   (1875),  art.  80  S.  W.  225. 
xiv,  §  8;  West  Va.  Const.   (1872), 
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tion,  or  other  prescribed  condition,  the  hability  occurs  only  upon 
the  existence  of  that  condition  to  be  proved  in  an  action  against 
the  stockholder.^^  "Failure"  Of  a  corporation  as  used  iri  the 
statutes  is  construed  to  occur  upon  its  insolvency,  or  upon  its  mak- 
ing an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  or  upon  its  ceasing 
to  do  business,  or  upon  the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  Suspen- 
sion of  specie  payment  by  a  bank  is  its  failure.  Inability  of  a 
corporation  to  pay  its  matured  obligations,  by  reason  of  loss  of  all 
its  assets,  or  when  a  judgment  has  been  recovered,  and  an  execu- 
tion is  returned  unsatisfied,  or  when  the  corporation  has  no  prop- 
erty subject  to  execution, — constitutes  its  "failure."  ^^ 

Who  are  liable  as  stockholders. — A  person  is  not  liable,  merely 
because  his  name  appears  upon  a  subscription  paper  or  corporate 
hooks,  unless  by  his  consent.^'  One  cannot  be  made  liable  by 
transfer  of  stock  to  him,  without  his  consent.'*  The  term  "cor- 
porators" is  construed  to  include  stockholders.^' 

Other  Corporations. — A  corporation  may-  tal<e  and  hold  stock 
in  another  corporation,  and  become  liable  to  its  creditors  to  the 
same  extent  as  any  other  stockholder.'" 

Partners. — When  stock  is  owned  by  a  partnership,  the  partners 
a:re  liable  for  corporate  debts  to  the  same  extent  as  other  stock- 
holders."'' 

§  578.  Constitutional  and  statutory  provisions. — The  con- 
stitutional and  statutoi-y  provisions  of  the  various  States  relating 
to  the  liability  of  corporate  members  for  the  debts  of  the  com- 
pany, are  of  five  kinds :  First,  those  which  guaranty  the  members 
■of  corporate  bodies  against  legislation  in  abrogation  of  the  com.- 
mon  law  rule  of  limited  liability,''  or  which  merely  reaffirm  that 

31  Blair  v.  Gray,  104  U.  S.  769.  Hawfelns,   34   IT.   S.   App.   423,   71 

32  Godfrey  v.  Taylor,  97  U.  S.  Fed.  36S;  Kennedy  v.  California 
171;  Hatiiorn  v.  Calef,  53  Me.  471;  Sav.  Bank,  101  Cal.  495,  40  Am. 
Mechanics,'  etc.  Bank  v.  Fidelity,  St.  Rep.  69. 

•etc.  Co.,  91  Fed.  456.  37  Barton  Nat.  Bank  v.  Atkins, 

33  Fowler  v.  Ludwig,  34  Me.  455;       72  Vt.  33,  47  Atl.  176. 

Stevens  v.   Follett,   43   Fed.   832;  ss  See  constitutions  of  Alabama, 

Mudgett  V.  Horrell,  33  Cal.  25.  West  Virginia,   Missouri   and  Ne- 

34  Simmons  v.  Hill,  96  Mo.  679,  braska,  cited  siipra,  §  577.  So, 
2  L.  R.  A.  476;  Robinson  v.  Lane,  also,  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1838,  ch.  260, 
19  Ga.  337.  §  23,  declare  in  respect  to  stock- 

36  Gulliver  v.  Roelle,  100  111.  141.  holders    in    banking    corporations 

36  American  File  Co.  v.  Garrett,  other  than  national  banks   (Laws 

110  tr.   S.   288;    Gray  v.  Coffin,   9  1838,  ch.  260,  §  23)  that  "no  share- 

Cush.  63;  National  Bank  v.  Case,  holder    of    any    such    association 

59    U.    S.    628;    Citizens,'    etc.    v.  shall   be   liable  in  his   individual 
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rule  by  declaring  them  liable  for  the  amount  remaining  unpaid 
on  their  stock  or  subscriptions ;''  second,  those  which  impose  an 
additional  liability  upon  the  contingency  of  the  capital  stock  not 
having  been  fully  paid  in  f  third,  imposing  an  absolute  personal 
liability  to  certain  classes  of  creditors,  such  as  servants,  employes, 
and  material-men;*^  fourth,  imposing  an  absolute  liability  for  all 
the  debts  of  the  corporation,  limited,  however,  to  an  additional 
amount  equal  to  the  par  value  of  the  shares  held  by  each;*^  or 
limited  to  such  a  proportional  amount  of  the  corporate  debts,  as 
the  shares  held  by  each  bear  to  the  whole  subscribed  stock  ;*'  and 
fifth,  abrogating  entirely  the  rule  of  limited  liability.** 


capacity  for  any  contract,  debt  or 
engagement  of  such  association, 
unless  the  articles  of  association 
by  him  signed  shall  have  declared 
that  the  shareholder  shall  be  so 
liable."  But  see  Sherman  v. 
Smith,  1  Black,  587,  in  regard  to 
the  amendments  as  to  state  banks 
■issuing  notes. 

39  In  New  York  it  is  provided 
that  each  stockholder  in  railway 
corporations  shall  be  individually 
liable  to  corporate  creditors  to  an 
amount  equal  to  the  amount  un- 
paid on  the  stock  held  by  him 
(General  Railroad  Act  of  1850, 
N.  Y.  Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140,  §  10, 
as  amended  by  Laws  of  1854,  ch. 
282,  §  16)  or  such  proportion  of 
that  sum  as  shall  be  required  to 
satisfy  the  debts  of  the  company. 
1  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.,  tit.  3,  ch.  18, 
§  5.    See,  also,  infra,  §  585. 

40  R.  I.  Rev.  Stat,  ch.  128,  §  1, 
provides  that  the  members  of 
every  incorporated  manufactur- 
ing company  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  all  the  debts 
of  the  company  until  the  whole 
amount  of  the  capital"  stock  fixed 
by  the  charter,  or  by  vote,  shall 
have  been  paid  in,  and  a  certifi- 
cate thereof  made  and  recorded, 
etc.  In  Maryland  the  ordinary 
statutory  liability,  until  the  cap- 
ital stock  is  paid  in,  makes  the 
stockholder  liable  for  unsub- 
scribed  shares.     Hager   v.   Cleve- 


land (1872),  36  Md.  476.  Gf.  Mor- 
ris V.  Johnson  (1871),  34  Md.  485. 

*iN.  Y.  Laws  of  1875,  ch.  392, 
§  8;  Mich.  Const.  (1850),  art.  xv,. 
§  7.    See,  also,  infra,  §  590. 

42  Ala.  Const.  (1868),  art.  xiii,. 
§§  2,  3;  Ala.  Code  (1867),  §  1760, 
abolished  by  Ala.  Const.  (1875), 
art.  xiv,  §  8;  McDonald  v.  Ala- 
bama Gold  Life  Ins.  Co.  (1889), 
85  Ala.  401;  Ohio  Const.  (1851),. 
art.  xiii,  §  3;  Kansas  Const. 
(1859),  art.  xii,  §  2,  excepting  rail^ 
way,  religious  and  charitable  cor- 
porations. Imposing  such  liabil- 
ity upon  holders  of  bank  stock  are' 
the  following:  N.  Y.  Const. 
(1846),  art.  viii,  §  7;  W.  Va. 
Const.  (1872),  art.  xi,  §  6;  Ind. 
Const.  (1851),  art.  xi,  §  6;  111. 
Const.  (1870),  art.  xi,  §  6;  Iowa 
Const.  (1857),  art.  viii,  §  9;  Neb. 
Const.   (1857),  art.  xiii,  §  7. 

43Cal.  Const.  (1873),  art.  xii, 
§  3.  The  stockholder  in  all  cor- 
porations is  "individually  and  per- 
sonally liable  for  such  proportion 
of  all  its  debts  and  liabilities  con- 
tracted or  incurred  during  the- 
time  he  was  a  stockholder,  as  the. 
amount  of  stock  or  shares  owned 
by  him  bears  to  the  whole  of  the- 
subscribed  capital  stock  or  shares. 
of  the  corporation  or  association." 
Cal.  Const.   (1873),  art.  xii,  §  3. 

44  Tide  infra.  Chapter  VIII, 
Pabtnbbship  Liability. 
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§  579.  Provisions  not  self-enforcing. — Constitutional  provi- 
sions declaring  in  general  terms  that  shareholders  shall  be  in- 
dividually and  personally  liable,  each  for  his  proportion  of  the 
corporate  liabilities,  virithout  specifying  the  extent  of  the  Habile 
ity,*°  or  which,  while  designating  the  amount  of  liability,  indicate 
that  the  creditors'  remedy  "shall  be  provided  by  law,"*'  are  not 
self-enforcing,  and  legislative  action  is  necessary  to  render  them 
effective.  If  the  statutory  provision  expressly  imposes  individual 
liability  for  corporate  debts,  without  prescribing  any  remedy  for 
enforcement,  the  creditor's  appropriate  remedy  applicable  to  that 
right,  follows  as  an  incident.*''  The  provision  should  be  construed 
as  self-executing,  and  its  language  as  addressed  to  the  courts,  if 
the  right  conferred,  is  fixed  by  the  provision  itself,  so  that  the 
court  can  determine  its  nature  and  extent,  and  if  there  is  nothing 
in  the  language  to  show  that  the  subject  was  referred  to  the 
legislature  for  its  action.** 

§  580.  Statutes.  Constitutionality  of  statutes. — ^^When  tjie 
constitution  of  a  State  declares  that  shareholders  shall  be  in- 
dividually liable  for  corporate  debts,  there  is  no  doubt  respecting 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  determine  the  extent  and  means 
of  enforcing  the  liability.*"  In  such  case  it  has  no  power  to  ex- 
empt them  from  liability,  or  to  impose  a  different  liability,^"  if 
the  constitution  merely  provides  that  the.  stockholders  shall  be 
individually  liable  for  the  corporate  debts,  but  does  not  fix  the 

45  United  States  v.  Stanford,  69  Rep.  626;  Jones  v.  Jarman,  34  Ark. 

Fed.  25,  161  U.  S.  412;  Bell  v.  Far-  323. 

well,  176  111.  489,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  49  Diversey    v.    Smith,    103    111. 

194;  Tuttle  v.  National  Bank,  etc.,  378,   385;    Weidinger  v.   Spruance 

161  111.  497,  34  L.  R.  A.  750;  Will-  (1882),  101   111.  278;    Shufeldt  v. 

iams  V.  Citizens,'  etc.  Co.,  153  Ind.  Carver,  8  111.  App.  545;   Hampson 

496,    55    N.    B.    425;    Marshall   v.  v.  Weare    (1857),   4   Iowa,   13,   6,6 

Sherman,  148  N.  Y.  9,  51  Am.  St.  Am.  Dec.  116;  Larabee  v.  Baldwin 

Rep.  654,  34  L.  R.  A.  757;   French  (1868),    35    Cal.    155;    French    v. 

V.    Teschemaker    (1864),    24    Cal.  Teschemaker  (1864),  24  Cal.  518; 

518.  Milroy  v.  Spur  Mountain,  etc.  Min- 
is Morley   V.    Thayer    (1880),    3    .  ing  Co.,  43  Mich.  231.    Gf.  Peek  y. 

Fed.   Rep.   737.     Cf.  Peek  v.  Mil-  Miller  (1878),  39  Mich.  594. 

ler    (1874),   39  Mich.   594;    Hamp-  so  Foster  v.  Row,   120   Mich.    1, 

son  V.  Weare   (1856),  4  Iowa,  13.  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  565;  McGowan  v. 

47  Willis, V.  Mabon,  48  Minn.  140,  McDonald,  111  Cal.  57,  52  Am.  St. 
16  L.  R.  A.  281,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  Rep.  149 ;  Van  Pelt  v.  Gardner,  54 

^  626.  Neb.  701,  75  N.  W.  874;    Central, 

48  Fowler  v.  Lamson,  146  111.  etc.  Co.  v.  Alabama,  etc.  Co.,  70 
472,  37  Am.   St.  Rep.  163;   Willis      Ala.  120. 

V.  Mabon,  48  Minn.  140,  31  Am.  St. 
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extent  of  their  liability,  or  provide  the  mode  of  enforcing  it.  The 
legislature  has  the  power  to  prescribe  the  extent  of  the  liability 
and  the  mode  of  its  enforcement,  and  also  to  prescribe  such  mode 
when  the  constitution  fixes  the  extent  of  the  liability.^^  In  the 
absence  of  such  a  constitutional  provision,  tlie  legislature  may, 
wrhere  the  State  has  reserved  the  power  of  amending  and  repeal- 
ing corporate  charters,  impose  an  additional  personal  liability 
upon  the  members  of  an  existing  corporation  for  debts  thereafter 
incurred.  For,  when  this  reserved  power  exists,  every  subscriber  i 
takes  his  stock  subject  to  whatever  legislation  may  be  thereafter 
passed  respecting  it,  and  there  is  accordingly  no  impairment  of 
the  obligation  of  contract.^^  The  legislature,  at  the  time  the  cor- 
poration is  created,  may  impose  upon  the  stockholder  individual 
liability  for  corporate  debts,  to  any  extent  it  may  see  fit.^^  But 
an  act  passed  by  the  legislature,  after  a  person  became  stock- 
holder and  paid  for  his  stock,  making  stockholders  liable  for 
future  debts  to  be  contracted  by  the  corporation,  does  not  render 
him  liable.  The  attempt  to  do  so,  would  be  to  impair  his  contract 
and  therefore  unconstitutional  and  void.^*  He  will  waive  his 
right  to  complain,  by  express  consent,  or  making  no  objection,  and 
participating  in  corporate  management  or  in  benefits  conferred  by 
the  statute.^'  Though  the  charter,  as  granted,  imposed  no  liabil- 
ity upon  stockholders  for  corporate  debts,  they  will  become  sub- 
ject to  such  liability,  imposed  afterward  by  general  law,  by  cor- 
porate acceptance  of  amendment  of  the  charter  subjecting  it  to 
general  laws.°'  Every  person,  becoming  a  stockholder,  takes  his 
stock  subject  to  individual  liability  as  to  future  debts,  when  lia- 

5iHampson   v.   Weare,    4    Iowa,  Bailey  v.  Hollister   (1862),  26  N. 

13,  66  Am.  Dec.  116;  Willis  v.  Ma-  Y.    112;    Oldtown,   etc.    R.   Co.   v. 

bon,  48  Minn.  140,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  Veazie  (1854),  39  M^.  571. 

626,  16  L.  R.  A.  281.  53  McGowan    v.    McDonald,    111 

52jji  re  Lee's  Bank   (1860),  21  Gal.    57,    52    Am.    St.    Rep.    149; 

N.  Y.  9;  In  re  Empire  City  Bank  Sherman  v.  Smith,  1  Black  (U.  S.). 

(1858),  18  N.  Y.  199;  Weidinger  V.  587;    In  re  Reciprocity  Bank,   22 

Spruance     (1882),    101    111.    278;  N.  Y.  9;    Sleeper  v.  Goodwin,  67 

Sleeper    v.    Goodwin     (1887),    67  Wis.  577,  31  N.  W.  335. 

Wis.    577;    Sherman   v.    Smith,    1  54 Evans   v.   Nellis    (C.   C.   A.), 

Black,  587    (1861);   Meadow  Dam  101  Fed.  620;  Wincock  v.  Turpin, 

Go.  v.  Gray    (1849),  30  Me.  547;  96   111.   135;    Ireland  v.  Palestine, 

Gardner  v.  Hope  Ins.  Go.   (1869),  etc.,  19  Ohio  St.  369. 

i»  R.  I.  194.    Cf.  Gulliver  v.  Roelle  55  Dowa  v.  Naper,  91  111.  44. 

(1882),    100    111.    101;     Black    v.  ssArenz    v.    Weir,    89    111.    25; 

Womer   (1882),  100  111.  328;   The  Weidenger   v.    Spruance,    101    III. 

Sinking  Fund  Gases,  99  U.  S.  700;  278. 
Green  v.  Biddle,  8  Wheat.  1,  84; 
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bility  is  imposed  by  legislation,  directed  or  authorized  by  consti- 
tutional provisicm.  All  existing  statutes  or  charter  provisions  im- 
posing an  additional  liability  upon  stockholders  for  the  corporate 
debts,  enter  into  and  become  a  part  of  all  contracts  between  the 
company  and  its  creditors,  and  the  obligation  thereby  imposed 
is  not  to  be  impaired  by  a  repeal  of  the  statute  or  an  amendment 
of  the  charter,  such  legislation  operating'  only  upon  subsequently 
contracted  debts."*^  The  same  rule  is  applied  to  a  change  in  the 
constitution  of  a  State.  Thus,  a  "paid-up"  policy  of  life  insurance 
issued  on  no  new  consideration,  and  in  pursuance  of  an  express 
agreement  in  the  original  policy  to  issue  it,  not  being  a  new  con- 
tract, is  not  to  be  affected  by  a  change  in  the  constitution,  made  be- 
tween the  time  of  its  issue  and  that  of  the  original,  abolishing 
individual  liability  of  stockholders  for  debts  of  the  company.^' 
But  when  the  liability  imposed  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  it 
may  be  abolished  even  in  respect  of  claims  arising  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  statute ;  for  there  can  be  no  vested  right  to  the 
enforcement  of  a  penalty.^'  And  a  statute  changing  the  form 
of  the  creditor's  remedy,  without  affecting  the  shareholder's  lia- 
bility, is  likewise  operative  upon  previously  existing  debts. "' 

BT  Vide  cases  cited  supra,  §  60,  valid  notwithstanding,  and  appli- 
and  McDonnell  v.  Alabama,  etc.  cable  to  a  corporation  previously 
Ins.  Co.  (1889),  85  Ala.  401;  Gen-  chartered  under  a  special  act  ex- 
tral  Agricultural,  etc.  Assn.  v.  empting  its  shareholders  from  the 
Alabama,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  (1881),  70  double  liability  imposed  by  a  gen- 
Ala.  120;  Milroy  v.  Spur  Moun-  eral  statute.  Under  Gal.  Const, 
tain,  etc.  Mining  Co.,  43  Mich.  231;  (1879),  art.  xxii,  §  1,  which  pro- 
French  V.  Teschemaker  (1864),  24  vides  that  all  laws  in  force  at  its 
Cal.  518.  adoption  not  inconsistent  there- 
68  McDonnell  v.  Alabama  Gold  with  shall  remain  in  force,  and 
Life  Ins.  Co.  (1889),  85  Ala.  401.  art.  xii,  §  3,  which  provides  that 
59  Union  Iron  Co.  v.  Pierce,  4  "each  stockholder  of  a  corporation 
Biss.  327;  Breitung  v.  Lindauer,  shall  be  individually  and  person- 
27  Mich.  217;  Gregory  v.  German  ally  liable  for  such  proportion  of 
Bank,  3  Colo.  332.  all  its  debts  and  liabilities  con- 
so  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Franck-  tracted  or  incurred  during  the 
lyn,  120  U.  S.  747.  Thus,  in  Mer-  time  he  was  stockholder  as  the 
chants'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hill  (1884),  12  amount  of  stock  or  shares  owned 
Mo.  App.  148,  (1886)  86  Mo.  466,  by  him  bears  to  the  whole  of  the 
a  law  providing  that  on  the  re-  capital  stock,"  it  is  held  that  the 
turn  of  an  unsatisfied  execution  Civil  Code,  section  322,  adopted 
against  a  corporation,  execution  in  1876,  fixing  the  stockholders' 
may  issue  on  notice  and  motion  liability,  was  not  in  conflict  with 
against  any  stockholder  to  the  ex-  article  xii,  section  3,  of  the  con- 
tent of  the  unpaid  balance  due  stitution,  the  provisions  being  the 
from  him  on  his  stock,  was  held,  same,  except  that  under  the  code 
although     retrospectove,     to     be  no  one  creditor  can  collect  more 
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§  581.  Construction  of  statutes. — The  general  principle  that 
statutes  in  derogation  of  the  common  law  are  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued, has  been  frequently  applied  to  acts  and  charters  under 
which  the  creditors  of  corporations  have  sought  to  hold  the  own- 
ers of  shares,  liable  beyond  the  amount  remaining  unpaid  on  their 
stock."^  Thus,  in  Vermont,  a  provision  in  the  charter  of  a  com- 
pany, that  if  at  any  time  the  capital  stock  should  be  impaired 
by  losses  or  otherwise,  the  directors  should  forthwith  repair  the 
same  by  assessment,  was  held  to  be  intended  merely  to  prevent 
the  continuance  of  business  with  an  impaired  capital  and  not  to> 
impose  an  additional  liability  upon  the  shareholders  in  favor  of 
creditors  which  could  be  enforced  by  a  receiver  after  the  com- 
pany had  become  insolverit."^  Where,  however,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  legislative  intent  was,  to  provide  an  additional  security 
for  the  benefit  of  corporate  creditors,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason 
for  a  stricter  construction  of  the  remedial  provisions  of  these 
statutes,  than  is  followed  in  interpreting  other  remedial  enact- 
ments."^    And  a  reasonable  and   sensible   construction  may  be 


than  the  share  of  his  own  par- 
ticular debt  of  a  stockholder, 
■whether  he  has  paid  his  share  of 
the  debts  to  other  stockholders  or 
not.  Borland  v.  Haven  (1889),  37 
Fed.  Rep.  394. 

61  Chase  v.  Lord  (1879),  77  N. 
Y.  1^  Lowry  v.  Inman  (1871),  46 
N.  Y.  119;  Diven  v.  Lee  (1867), 
36  N.  Y.  302;  Grose  v.  Hill  (1853), 
3fl  Me.  22;  Coffin  v.  Rich  (1858), 
45  Me.  511;  Windham  Provident 
Institution,  etc.  v.  Sprague,  43  Vt. 
502  (1871);  Dauchy  v.  Brown,  24 
Vt.  197  (1852);  Moyer  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Slate  Co.  (1872),  71  Pa.  St. 
293,  297;  Youghiogheny  Shaft  Co. 
V.  Evans  (1872),  72  Pa.  St.  331; 
Salt  Lake  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hen- 
drickson  (1878),  40  N.  J.  52; 
Nimick  v.  Mingo  Iron  Works  Co. 
(1884),  25  W.  Va.  184.  199; 
O'Reilly  v.  Bard  (1884),  105  Pa. 
St.  569,  573;  Mean's  Appeal,  85 
Pa.  St.  75,  78  (1877);  Potter  v. 
Stevens  Machine  Co.  (1879),  127 
Mass.  592;  Chamberlain  v.  Hugue- 
not Manuf.  Co.  (1875),  118  Mass. 
522;     Gray    v.    Coffin     (1852),    9 


Cush.  192;  Dane  v.  Dane's  Manuf, 
Co.  (1859),  14  Gray,  488,  489. 
But  see  Hicks  v.  Burns  (1859), 
38  N.  H.  141,  holding  that  these 
statutes,  being  from  one  point  of 
veiw  contracts,  are  to  be  inter- 
preted in  the  same  way  as  any 
other  contract  containing  like 
provisions.  Of.  Davidson  v.  Ran- 
kin i:i868),  34  Gal.  503;  Moke- 
lumne  Hill,  etc.  Co.  v.  Woodbury 
(1859),  14  Cal.  265;  Priest  v. 
Essex  Hat  Manuf.  Co..  (1874), 
115  Mass.  380;  Ripley  v.  Sampson 
(1830),  10  Pick.  371;  Knowlton  v. 
Ackley  (1851),  8  Cush.  93;  Bas- 
sett  V.  St.  Alban's  Hotel  Co.,  4T 
Vt.  313  (1875) ;  O'Reilly  v.  Bard, 
105  Pa.  St.  569. 

82  Dewey  v.  St.Alban's  Trust  Co. 
(1885),   57  Vt.  332. 

63  Freeland  v.  McCullough,  1 
Denio,  413  (1845),  43  Am.  Dec. 
685;  Marion  Township,  etc.  Drain- 
ing Co.  V.  Norris,  37  Ind.  424,  429; 
Gauch  V.  Harrison,  12  111.  App. 
457,  461.  Cf.  Carver  v.  Braintree 
Manuf.  Co.  (1843),  2- Story,  433. 
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properly  adopted.'*  Although,  of  course,  where  the  statute  is 
penal  in  its  nature,  the  courts  will  hesitate  more  about  enlarging 
the  meaning  of  doubtful  terms,  than  where  it  is  remedial."' 

§582.  Extra-territoriar effect.  Foreign  corporations.  Non- 
resident members. — ^The  enforcement  of  the  shareholder's  per- 
sonal liability  depending  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over 
his  person  or  property,  and  process  served  without  the  State  con- 
ferring no  such  jurisdiction,"'  it  is  customary  to  institute  pro- 
ceedings against  non-resident  members  in  the  State  of  their 
domicile.  It  is  important,  therefore,  to  ascertain  how  far  the 
courts  of  one  State  will  enforce  the  statutes  of  another  im- 
posing such  a  liability.  That  the  statutes  of  a  State  do  not  oper- 
ate extra-territorially,  propria  vigore,  is  well  settled.  How  far 
they  should  be  enforced  beyond  the  limits  of  the  State  which  has 
enacted  them,  must  depend  on  several  considerations,  as  whether 
any  wrong  or  injury  will  be  done  to  the  citizens  of  the  State  in 
which  they  are  sought  to  be  enforced,  whether  the  policy  of  its- 
own  laws  will  be  contravened  or  impaired,  and  whether  its  courts 
are  capable  of  doing  complete  justice  to  those  liable  to  be  affected 
by  their  decrees."^  Where  a  person  becomes  a  stockholder  in 
a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  a  foreign  State,  he  must 
be  held  to  contract  with  reference  to  all  the  laws  of  the  State 
under  which  the  corporation  is  organized,  and  which  enter  into 
its  constitution;  and  the  extent  of  his  individual  liability  as  a 
shareholder  to  the  creditors  of  the  company,  must  be  determined 
by  the  laws  of  that  State,  not  bec9,use  such  laws  are  in  force  in 
the  other  State,  but  because  he  has  voluntarily  agreed  to  the 
terms  of  the  company's  constitution.  It  is  equally  clear,  upon 
both  principle  and  authority,  that  this  liability  may  be  enforced 
by  creditors  wherever  they  can  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  necessary 

8*  Carver    v.    Braintree    Manuf.  65  Thompson     on     Liability     of 

Co.  (1843),  2  Story,  433,  437;  Lane  Stockholders,    §    54;     Esmond    v. 

V.  Morris  (1850),  8  Ga.  475;  Bohn  Bullard,  16  Hun,  65;  Cable  v.  Mc- 

v.   Brown    (1876),    33   Mich.   257;  Cune   (1858),  26  Mo.  371,  72  Am. 

Mokelumne  Hill,  etc.  Co.  v.  Wood-  Dec.  214;   Cady  v.  Smith,  12  Neb. 

bury   (1859),  14  Cal.  265;   Ingalls  628. 

V.  Cole  (1859),  47  Me.  540;  Dewey  ee  Wilson  v.  Seligman  (1888),  36: 

V.  St.  Alban's  Trust  Co.  (1885),  57  Fed.  Rep.  154;  Howell  v.  Mangles- 

Vt.  332;  Weighley  v.  Coal  Oil  Co.,  dorf  (1885),  33  Kan.  194. 

5  Phila.  67;  Rider  v.  Fritchey,  49  67  New  Haven,  etc.  Co.  v.  Linden 

Ohio    St.    285,    15   L.   R.    A.    513;  Spring  Co.   (1886),  142  Mass.  349. 
Priest  v.   Essex   Hat  Manuf.   Co., 
115  Mass.  380. 
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parties.  This  does  not  depend  upon  any  principle  of  comity, 
but  upon  the  right  to  enforce  in  another  jurisdiction,  a  contract 
vahdly  entered  into.*^  The  decisions  of  the  State  under  which 
the  corporation  was  created,  will  determine  the  liability  of  the 
stockholder  for  the  corporate  debts,  and  those  decisions  will  be 
followed  by  the  courts  of  the  State  where  the  liability  is  sought 
to  be  enforced  against  a  non-resident  stockholder.""  The  validity, 
interpretation  and  effect  of  the  act  imposing  the  liability,  are 
determined  by  the  law  of  the  State  creating  the  corporation.  The 
remedy,  however,  does  not  enter  into  the  contract  itself,  and  for 
this  reason,  the  individual  liability  of  shareholders  can  only  be  en- 
forced by  the  remedies  provided  by  the  laws  of  the  forum,^" 


68  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gustln,  etc. 
Mining  Co.  (1890),  42  Minn.  327, 
6  L.  R.  A.  676,  18  Am.  St.  Rep. 
SIO;  Flash  v.  Connecticut,  109  XJ. 
S.  371;  Lowry  v.  Inman  (1871), 
46  N.  Y.  119 ;  Ex  parte  Van  Riper 
(1839),  20  Wend.  614;  McDonoiigh 
-V.  Plielps  (1856),  15  How.  Pr. 
372;  Saclietts'  Harbor  Bank  v. 
Blake  (1849),  3  Rich.  Eq.  225; 
Bank  of  Virginia  v.  Adams,  1  Pars. 
Sel.  Eq.  Cas.  534  (1850) ;  Woods 
T.  Hicks  (1881),  7  Lea,  40;  Paine 
V.  Stewart  ,(1866),  33  Conn.  516; 
Healy  v.  Root  (1831),  11  Pick. 
389;  Gale  v.  Eastman  (1843),  7 
Met.  14.  In  Aultman's  Appeal,  98 
Pa.  St.  505  (1883),  it  was  held 
under  the  constitution  and  laws  of 
Ohio  which  make  the  stockhold- 
ers of  a  certain  corporation,  in- 
corporated under  the  laws  of 
that  state,  personally  liable  to  its 
creditors  in  an  amount  equal  to 
the  stock  subscribed,  that  the 
company  having  become  hope- 
lessly insolvent,  all  its  assets  be- 
ing exhausted,  and  all  the  stock- 
lolders  residing  in  Pennsylvania 
and  being  capable  of  being  served 
with  process,  the  Pennsylvania 
courts  had  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
their  personal  liability  against 
them.  Erickson.  v.  Nesmith,  15 
Gray,  221  (1860),  (1862)  4  Allen, 
233,  (1866)  46  N.  H.  371;  Hutch- 
Ins  V.  New  England  Coal  Mining 
Co.   (1862),  4  Allen,  580;   Bond  v. 


Appleton  (1812),  8  Mass.  472; 
Bateman  v.  Service  (1881),  L.  R. 
6  App.  Cas.  386;  Halsey  v.  McLean 
(1866),  12  Allen,  438;  Smith  v. 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  (1867),  14 
Allen,  336;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Price  (1870),  33  Md.  487.  Thus, 
the  provision  of  the  Missouri  stat- 
ute (1  Wag.,  ch.  37,  §  22)  pro- 
viding that  if  any  company 
formed  under  this  act  dissolve, 
leaving  debts  unpaid,  suits  may 
be  brought  against  any  person  or 
persons  who  were  stockholders  at 
the  time  of  dissolution,  without 
joining  the  company  in  such  suit; 
and  if  judgment  be  rendered  and 
execution  satisfied,  the  defendant 
or  defendants  may  sue  all  who 
were  stockholders  at  the  time  of 
the  dissolution  for  the  recovery  of 
the  portion  of  such  debt  for 
which  they  were  liable,"  has  been 
held  in  New  York  to  create  a  per- 
sonal liability  on  the  part  of  the 
stockholder  which  may  be  en- 
forced by  a  common  law  action 
in  other  states.  Savings  Assn.  v. 
O'Brien  (1889),  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  764, 
20  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  826. 

69  Hancock  Nat.  Bank'  v.  Ellis, 
166  Mass.  414,  55  Am.  St.  Rep. 
414,  172  Mass.  39,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 
232,  42  L.  R.  A.  296. 

70  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gustin, 
etc.  Mining  Co.  (Minn.  1890),  7 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  174;  Fourth 
Nat.   Bank  v.   Francklyn    (1887). 
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whether  the  proceedings  be  taken  in  a  State  or  in  a  federal  court;''' 
Accordingly,  if  the  statute  imposing  the  liability  prescribes  the 
remedy  and  is  to  be  construed  as  restricting  the  enforcement  of 
the  creditor's  demands  to  a  peculiar  procedure  which  does  not 
exist  in  the  foreign  State,  the  shareiholder  can  not  be  held/"  Thus, 
where  the  statute  provides  that  the  creditor's  remedy  shall  be  by 
bill  in  equity,  the  liability  can  not  be  enforced  in  a  State  which 
has  no  general  system  of  eqvtity  jurisprudence  and  procedure.'* 
The  remedy  prescribed  by  the  statute  of  the  State  from  which 
the  corporation  derives  its  charter,  should  be  stated  in  the  plead- 
ing, and  it  should  be  made  to  appear  therein  that  it  can  be  em- 
ployed in  the  State  of  the  forum.'*  The  statutory  liability  of 
shareholders,  depends  upon  the  law  of  the  State  from  which  the 
corporation  derives  its  existence,  and  not  of  the  State  in  which 
the  stockholder  may  reside.'^  If  no  additional  liaWlity  be  imposed 
upon  its  members  in  the  State  of  its  origin,  they  enjoy  the  same 


120  U.  S.  747;  Chase  v.  Curtis,  113 
■0.  S.  452;  Fairfield  v.  County  of 
Gallatiu,  100  V.  S.  47;  South  Ot- 
tawa V.  Perkins,  94  U.  S.  260,  267; 
Peik  V.  Chicago,  etc.  B,.  Co.,  94 
V:  S.  164;  Leavenworth  v.  Barnes, 

94  U.  S.  70;   Adams  v.  Nashville, 

95  U.  S.  19;  Bl'm-wood  v.  Marcy, 
92  TJ.  S.  289;  Jessup  v.  Carnegie 
(1880),  80  N.  Y.  441;  Hunt  v. 
Hunt  (1878),  72  N.,  Y.  236;  Blmen- 
dorf  V.  Taylor,  10  Wheat.  152,  160; 
Shelby  v.  Guy,  11  Wheat.  367; 
Nimick  v.  Mingo  Iron  Works 
(1884),  25  W.  Va.  184;  Drinkwa- 
ter  v.  Portland,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1841), 
18  Me.  35.  Of.  Taft  v.  Ward,  106 
Mass.  518  (1871) ;  Lowry  v.  In- 
man  (1871),  46  N.  Y.  119. 

71  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Franck- 
lyn,  120  U.  S.  747;  Knower  v. 
Haines  (1887),  31  Fed.  Rep.  513. 
Cf.  Flash  v.  COhn,  109  U.  S.  371. 

72  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ffanck- 
lyn,  120  U.  S.  747;  Lowry  v.  Ih- 
man  (1871),  46  N.  Y.  119,  127; 
Brickson  v.  Nesmith  (1862),  4 
Allen,  233,  (1860)  15  Gray,  221; 
Nimick  v.  Mingo  Iron  Works,  25 
W.  Va.  184  (1884).  Cf.  Erickson 
V.'  Nesmith  (1866),  46  N.  H.  371. 

'3  Erickson  v.  Nesmith  (1862),  4 
Allen,   233,    (1860)    15  Gray,  221; 


Patterson  v.  Lynde,  106-  U.  S.  519, 
112  111.  196. 

74  Rice  V.  Merrimaek,  etc.  Co.,  56 
N.  H.  114.  " 

75Pay,son  v.  Withers  (1873),  5 
Biss.  269;  Merrick  v.  Van  Sant- 
voord  (1866),  34  N.  Y.  208,;  Sey- 
mour V.  Sturgess  (1862),  26  N.  Y. 
134;  McDonough  V.  Phelps  (1846), 
15  How.  Pr.  372;  Ex  parte  Van 
Riper  (1839),  20  Wend.  614;  Hill 
V.  Beach  (1858),  12  N.  J.  Bq.  31; 
Land  Grant,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Coffey 
County  (1870),  6  Kan.  254;  Nahob 
of  Carnatic  v.  East  India  Co.,  1 
Ves.  371;  Dutch  West  India  Co. 
v.  Henrequez,  1  Str.  612;  King 
of  Spain  v.  MuUett,  2  Bligh 
(N.  S.),  3.  Cf,  "Enforcement  of 
Liability  of  Resident  Stockholders 
in  Foreign  Corporations,"  by  W. 
W.  Thornton,  21  Cent.  L.  J.  522; 
"Position  of  English  Shareholders 
in  a  Foreign  Company,"  18  Sol. 
J.  &  Rep.  810;  Hancock  Nat.  Bank 
V.  ElTls,  166  Mass.  414,  55  Am.  St. 
Rep.  414,  42  L.  R.  A.  296,  172 
Mass.  39,  70  Am.  St.  R6p.  232; 
Fowler  T.  Lamson,  146  111.  472,  37 
Am.  St.  Rep.  163;  Ball  v.  Ander- 
son, 196  Pa.  St.  86,  79  Am.  St. 
Rep.  693. 
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exemption  in  foreign  States,  wherever  the  corporation  may 
transact  its  business,  and  wherever  they  may  chance  to  reside, 
although  the  laws  of  such  other  States  may  impose  a  personal 
liability  upon  the  members  of  its  own  corporations.^^  A  non- 
resident shareholder  is  liable  to  creditors  for  the  amount  of  his 
statutory  liabilities  as  ascertained  in  proceedings  held"  in  the 
State,  to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  except  as  represented  by  the 
corporation;  and  such  liability  may  be  enforced  at  law  against 
him  in  the  State  of  his  domicile.^^ 

§  583.  Penal  statutes  are  strictly  local. — An  exception  is 
made  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  preceding  section,  when  the 
liability  sought  to  be  enforced  against  the  corporate  members,  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  penalty.'''  For  penal  laws  are  strictly  local,^" 
and  cannot  have  any  operation  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
country  where  they  were  enacted.^"  Thus,  for  example,  statutes 
that  create  liability  because  of  failure  on  the  part  of  corporate 


7«  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hall,  35 
Ohio  St.  158  (1878);  Bateman  v. 
Service,  L.  R.  6  App.-  Cas.  386. 
Cf.  Jessup  V.  Carnegie  (1880),  SO 
N.  Y.  441;  Ball  v.  Anderson,  196 
Pa.  St.  86,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  693; 
Powler  V.  Lamson,  146  111.  472,  37 
Am.  St.  Rep.  163. 

'7  King  V.  Cochran  (Vt.  1904), 
56  Atl.  667. 

78  Flash  V.  Conn,  109  U.  S.  371; 
Steam  Engine  Co.  v.  Hubbard,  101 
V.  S.  188;  Sayles  v.  Brown  (1890), 
40  Fed.  Rep.  8,  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
2;  Hawthorne  v.  Calef  (1864),  2 
Wall.  10;  .Tones  v.  Barlow  (1875). 
162  N.  Y.  202;  Story  v.  Furman,  25 
N.  Y.  214  (1862);  Lowry  v.  In- 
man  (1871),  46  N.  Y.  119,  127; 
•Corning  v.  McCullough  (1847),  1 
N.  Y.  47,  49  Am.  Dec.  287;  Free- 
land  V.  McCullough  (1845),  1 
Denio,  414;  43  Am.  Dec.  685; 
Strong  V.  Wheaton  (1861),  38 
Barb.  625;  Irwin  v.  McKean,  23 
Cal.  472.  Cf.  The  Antelope  (1825), 
10  Wheat.  66;  Woods  v.  Hicks,  7 
Lea,  40  (1881);  Ogden  v.  Folliot 
(1790),  3  Term.  Rep.  726;  Lawler 
V.  Burt  (1857),  7  Ohio  St.  340. 

TsMoies  V.  Sprague  (1869),  9 
R.  I.  541;  Cuykendall  v.  Coming 


(1882),  10  Fed.  Rep.  342;  Yeaton 
V.  United  States  (1809),  5  Cranch, 
281;  Norris  v.  Crocker  (1851),  13 
How.  429;  State  v.  John  (1831),  5 
Ohio,  217;  Scoville  v.  Canfield,  14 
Johns.  338  (1817);  United  States 
V.  Lathrop  (1819),  17  Johns.  4; 
Gale  V.  Eastman,  7  Met.  14;  An- 
drews V.  Murray  (1861),  33  Barb. 
354;  Shaler,  etc.  Quarry  Co.  v. 
Bliss  (1861),  34  Barb.  309;  Bird 
V.  Hayden  (1863),  1  Robt.  (N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.)  383;  Kritzer  v.  Wood- 
son (1854),  19  Mo.  327;  Cable  v. 
McCune  (1858),  26  Mo.  371;  Law- 
ler V.  Burt  (1857),  7  Ohio  St.  340; 
Sturges  V.  Burton  (1858),  8  Ohio 
St.  215.  Cf.  Squires  v.  Brown,  20 
How.  Pr.  35  (1860). 

80  Scoville  V.  Canfield  (1817),  14 
Johns.  338;  Derrickson  v.  Smith 
(1858),  27  N.  J.  166;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Price  (1870),  33  Md.  487; 
Halsey  v.  McLean  (1866),  12  Al- 
len, 438;  Hill  v.  Frazier  (1853), 
22  Pa.  St.  320;  Harrisburgh  Bank 
V.  Commonwealth  (1856),  26  Pa. 
St.  451;  Hodgson  v.  Cheever,  8 
Mo.  App.  321  (1880);  Manville  v. 
Edgar  (1880),  8  Mo,  App.  324; 
Queenan  v.  Palmer  (1886),  117 
111.  619,  34  Alb.  L.  J.  117;  Norris 
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authorities  to  give  certain  specified  notices,  or  to  make  certain  re- 
ports, or  because  certain  forbidden  contracts  are  entered  into  by 
the  corporation,  are  essentially  penal  in  their  nature  and  can  not 
be  enforced  out  of  the  State.?^  The  principle  of  international 
law,  that  the  courts  of  one  State  or  country  will  not  enforce  the 
•penal  laws  of  another  State  or  country,  has  by  some  courts  been 
applied  to  statutes  imposing  a  liability  for  corporate  debts,  by 
treating  the  liability  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty.^^  But  the  later 
•cases  talce  the  different  view,  that  such  statutes  are  not  penal, 
in  the  strict  and  proper  sense  of  imposing  punishment  for  offenses 


y.  Wrenschall  (1871),  34  Md.  492; 
Terry  v.  Calnan  (1879),  13  S.  C. 
^20;  Tinker  v.  Van  Dyke  (1876), 
1  Flippln,  532;  Bro-wn  v.  Hitoh- 
■cock  (1879),  36  Ohio  St.  678; 
Hatch  V.  Burroughs  (1870),  1 
"Woods,  443;  Story  on  Conflict  of 
Laws,  §§  620,  621;  Wharton  on 
■Conflict  of  La^ws,  §  853  et  seq.; 
Tlorer  on  Interstate  La^ws,  148,  149. 
81  Under  R.  I.  Rev.  Stat.,  eh. 
128,  §  12,  •which  provides  that  if 
any  manufacturing  company  shall 
tail  to  file  a  certificate  stating  the 
amount  of  all  assessments  voted 
Ijy  the  company  and  actually  paid 
in,  and  the  amount  of  all  existing 
debts,  the  stockholders  shall  be 
Jointly  and  severally  liable  for 
the  debts  of  the  company,  it  is 
held  that  Rhode  Island  stockhold- 
■ers  in  a  Rhode  Island  corporation, 
against  -wfhom  a  liability  •was  en- 
forced under  the  last-named  sec- 
tion, could  not  call  upon  stock- 
holders residing  in  another  state 
tor  contribution,  as  the  liability 
under  the  section  •was  penal. 
Sayles  v.  Brown  (1889),  40  Fed. 
Rep.  8,  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  2.  So 
the  twelfth  section  of  the  New 
York  Manufacturing  Companies 
Act,  to  the  effect  that  the  corpo- 
rate officers  shall  be  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  corporation,  in  case 
they  fail  to  make  an  annual  pub- 
lic report  of  the  business  of  the 
corporation  (Laws  of  1848,  ch. 
■40)  is  held  to  be  penal  in  its  char- 
acter. Chase  v.  Curtis,  113  U.  S. 
■452;  Stokes,  V.  Stickney  (1884),  96 


N.  Y.  323;  Pier  v.  Hanmore,  86 
N.  Y.  95  (1881);  Pier  v.  George 
(1881),  86  N.  Y.  613;  Veeder  v. 
Baker  (1880),  83  N.  Y.  156;  Knox 
V.  Baldwin  (1880),  80  N.  Y.  610; 
Easterly  v.  Barber,  65  N.  Y.  252; 
Wiles  V.  Suydam,  64  N.  Y.  l73; 
Merchants'  Bank  of  New  Haven  v. 
Bliss  (1886),  35  N.  Y.  412.  Cf. 
Western  Transportation,  etc.  Co. 
v.  Kilderhouse  (1882),  87  N.  Y. 
430;  Lemmon  v.  People  (1860),  20 
N.  Y.  562;  Boughton  v.  Otis,  21 
N.  Y.  261  (1860);  Losee  v.  Bul- 
lard  (1880),  79  N.  Y.  404.  But  In 
Cochran  v.  Weichers  (1889),  53 
Hun,  636,  it  was  held  that  an  ac- 
tion against  a  stockholder  in  a 
corporation  organized  under  an 
act  which  provides  that  all  the 
stockholders  shall  be  individually 
liable  to  the  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany to  an  amount  equal  to  the 
stock  held  by  them  respectively, 
for  all  debts  and  contracts  made 
by  such  company,  until  the  whole 
amount  of  capital  stock  fixed  by 
the  charter  has  been  paid  in,  and 
a  certificate  thereof  made  and  re- 
corded, to.  enforce  defendant's  lia- 
bility for  the  corporation's  debts, 
the  certificate  not  having  been 
recorded,  is  not  an  action  to  re- 
cover a  penalty,  but  arises  on  con- 
tract and  survives  against  de- 
fendant's personal  representative. 
82  Sayles  v.  Brown  (1899),  40 
Fed.  8;  Halsey  v.  McLean,  12  Al- 
len, 438,  94  Mass.  438,  90  Am.  Dec. 
157;  Flash  v.  Connecticut,  109  U. 
S.  371. 
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against  the  State,  but  that  they  are  remedial  as  respects  the  cred- 
itors, and  as  siaeh  are  to  be  liberally  construed,  and  are  entitled  to 
enforcement  in  such  other  State  or  country  as  are  other  contractual 
liabilities.''  In  the  construction  of  constitutions  and  statutes 
providing  for  individual  liability  of  stockholders  for  corporate 
debts,  whether  the  liability  is  contractual  or  held  otherwise,  as 
penal,  depends  upon  the  intended  effect  of  the  statute,  and  not 
upon  its  form  alone.  If  its  object  is  clearly  to  punish  the  doing  of 
what  is  prohibited,  or  faiUng  to  do  what  is  commanded,  it  is 
penal,  and  is  none  the  less  penal,  because  it  is  also  remedial.** 
Thus,  is  held  to  be  penal,  a  statute  providing  individual  liability 
of  the  stookholder,  for  corporate  debts  incurred  before  the  per- 
formance of  conditions  precedent  to  the  organization  of  the  cor- 
poration;*^ for  commeacing  corporate  business  before  the  whole 
amourrt  of  the  capital  stock  is  paid  in;**  for  the  issue  by  a  bank 
of  unauthorized  bank-paper;*'  for  failure  to  make  annual  report 
of  the  amount  of  capital-stock  paid  in,  and  amount  of  existing 
debts,  etc;**  Whoever  becomes  a  stockholder,  impliedly  agrees 
to  all  the  provisions  in  the  charter,  which  is  the  contract  of  in- 
corporation, and  he  agrees  to  its  provisions,  whether  or  not  it  is 
required  by  the  constitution  or  statute  that  he  shall  be  individually 
liable  for  corporate  debts.  His  liability  is  thus  the  result  of  his 
agreement,  and  is  in  its  nature  contractual,  and  not  penal.*°  The 
corporation  is  the  agent  of  its  stockholders,  and  they  are  liable 
upon  its  contracts  and  debts  to  the  extent  they  have  agreed,"" 
and  cannot  be  released  from  siuch  liability  by  repeal  of  the  stat- 
ute which  was  in  force  when  the  debts  were  contracted ;  for  this 
would  contravene  the  constitutional  prohibition  against  laws  im- 
pairing the  obligation  of  contracts.'^  The  statute  of  New  York, 
imposing  liability  for  corporate  debts  upon  directors  or  other 
corporate  officers  for  not  making  annual  reports  to  the  State,  or 

ssHimtington  v.  Attrill   (1892),  47  Neb.  929,  66  N.  "W.  1036;  Cable 

146  U.  S.  657;   DetIs  v.  Mills,  99  V.   MeCuae;    26   Mo.    371,   72   Am. 

Fed.     39     (1902) ;     Fitzgerald    v.  Dec.  214. 
Weidenbeck,  76  Fed.  695.  89  Bell  v.  Farwell,  176  111.  489, 

84  Sedgwick,  Stat  &  Const.  Law,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  194,  42  L.  R.  A. 
14.  804;     Whitman    v.     Oxford    Nat. 

85  Diversey    v.    Smith,    103    111.  Bank,  176  V.  S.  559;  Concord,  etc. 
378,  42  Am.  Rep.  14.  Bank  v.  Hawkins,  174  XJ.  S.  364. 

ssGridley    v.    Barnes,    103    111.  »o  Kennedy    v.    California    Sav. 

378.                                                  •  Bank,  97  Cal.  93,  33  Am.  St.  Rep. 

sTNorrts  v.  Wrenschall,  34  Md.  163. 

492.  91  Hawthorne  v.  Calef,  2  Wall. 

ssHogue  v.  Capital  Nat.  Bank,  (XJ.  S.)  10. 
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for  making  false  reports,  is  not  penal.  A  judgment  thereon  in 
New  York,  is  therefore  enforceable  in  other  States.  And  the 
Maryland  court  of  appeals,  in  deciding  this  case  against  the 
plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  of  the  New  York  court 
was  not  one  which  it  was  bound  to  enforce,  denied  to  the  judg- 
ment the  full  faith  credit  and  effect,  to  which  it  was  entitled  under 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States.'^  But  such  liability  of 
corporate  officers  to  make  reports,  is  generally  held  to  be  penal, 
and  not  enforceable  by  other  States.'^  The  question  is  not  of 
local  law,  but  of  international  law.  The  test  is  whether  the  stat- 
ute appears  to  the  tribunal  which  is  called  on  to  enforce  it,  to 
be  in  its  effect  a  punishment  of  an  offense  against  the  public,  or 
a  grant  of  a  civil  right  to  a  private  person.'*  In  nearly  all  the 
States,  the  courts  agree  in  holding  that  the  stockholder's  statutory 
liability  to  creditors  is  a  contract  liability.'^ 

§  584.  Debts  to  which  the  statutes  apply. — ^The  corporate 
obligations,  for  which  the  stockholder  is  held  liable,  are  variously 
designated  in  the  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions  upon  the 
subject,  as  "debts,"  "dues,"  "indebtedness,"  "demands,"  etc., 
which  terms  are  variously  construed  by  the  courts,  but  any  one  of 
the  terms  will  include  any  obligation  arising  in  contract. 

"Debt." — Debt  is  not  limited  to  the  demands  for  which  the 
common  law  action  of  debt  will  lie,  but  will  include  unliquidated 
damages  recoverable  for  breach  of  contract ;°°  or  for  breach  of 
warranty  of  title  to  goods  sold;"'  and  includes  a  judgment  on 
contract  liability  f^  or  for  money  loaned  to  the  corporation.'* 

"Dues." — Dues  will  include  all  obligations  arising  on  contract, 
excluding  ultra  vires  contracts;^  and  debts  contracted  through 

92  Huntington  V.  Attrill  (1892),  545;  Proprietors,'  etc.  v.  Hovey,  21 
146  U.  S.  657.  Pick.   (Mass.)  417. 

93  Davis  v.  Mills  (1902),  113  st  Dryden  v.  Kellogg,  2  Mo. 
Fed.  678;  Chase  v.  Curtis   (1885),  App.  87. 

113   U.    S.   452;    Sayles  v.   Brown  ss  Frost  v.  St.  Paul,  etc.  Co.,  57 

(1899),  40  Fed.  8;  Farmers'  Bank  Minn.    325;    Powell   v.    Oregonian 

V.  Stringer  (190?),  75  N.  Y.  App.  Ry.  Co.,  36  Fed.  726,  38  Fed.  187; 

Div.  127.  Smith  V.    Schmitz,   10   Neb.    600; 

94  Huntington  V.  Attrill  (1892),  Stedman  v.  Eveleth,  6  Meto.  (47 
146  U.  S.  657.  Mass.)  114. 

95  Hanson  V.  Davison  (1898),  73  99  Borland  v.  Haven,  37  Fed. 
Minn.  454;  Close  v.  Potter  (1898),  394;  Grund  v.  Tucker,  5  Kan.  70; 
155  N.  Y.  145;  Dennis  v.  Superior  In  re  "Warren's  Estate,  52  Mich. 
Court   (1891),  91  Cal.  548.  557. 

96  Dryden  v.  Kellogg,  2  Mo.  App.  1  Ward  v.  Joslin,  44  C.  C.  A.  456, 
«7;    Haynes   v.   Brown,    36  N.   H.  105  Fed.  224. 
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fraud  and  collusion  with  the  directors  f  and  a  judgment  recovered 
against  the  corporation  for  a  tort.'  Per ,  contra:^  A  stockholder 
is  liable  for  corporate  torts  where  the  statute  makes  him  individ- 
ually liable  "for  all  acts  of,  and  contracts  made  by''  the  corpora- 
tion.^ 

Mortgage  debts. — When  the  corporation  purchases  land  sub- 
ject to  a  mortgage,  and  assumes  to  pay  it,  it  is  not  a  debt  of 
the  corporation  for  which  the  stockholder  is  liable  to  creditors. ° 
The  stockholder  is  liable  for  corporate  debts  contracted  by  the 
corporation  in  other  states,  as  well  as  for  debts  incurred  within 
the  State.^ 

§585.  "Debts  and  liabilities,"  construed.— The  "debts"  of 
a  corporation  for  -which  its  members  are  made  liable  by  statute 
are  such  claims  against  it  as  arise  from  contract,*  and  do  not 
include  a  judgment  against  the  company  for  tort,°  even  though 


2  National,  etc.  Manuf .  Co.  v. 
Story,  etc.  Co.,  Ill  Cal.  531;  Jew- 
ell V.  Rock  River,  etc.  Co.,  101 
111.  57. 

3  Child  V.  Boston,  etc.  Works, 
137  Mass.  516,  50  Am.  Rap.  328; 
Heacook  v.  Sherman,  14  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  58;  Bohn  v.  Brown,  33 
Mich.  257;  Brown  v.  Trail,  89  Fed. 
641;  Cable  v.  McCune,  26  Mo.  371, 
72  Am.  Dec.  214. 

*  Contra,  Rider  v.  Fritchey,  49 
Ohio  St.  285,  15  L.  R.  A.  513; 
Carver  v.  Bralntree  Manuf.  Co.,  2 
Story,  432,  Fed.  Cas.  -No.  2,485; 
Child  v.  Boston,  etc.  Iron  Works, 
137  Mass.  516,  50  Am.  Rep.  328. 

6  Kelley  v.  Clark,  21  Mont.  291, 
69  Am.  St.  Rep.  668. 

6  Barron  v.  Paine,  83  Me.  312, 
22  Atl.  218;  Barron  v.  Burrill,  86 
Me.  72.     Tide  infra,  §  595. 

T  Hutchins  v.  New  England,  etc., 
4  Allen  (Mass.),  580;  Cookus  v. 
HoUister  Mining  Co.,  92  Wis.  325. 

8  Child  v.  Boston,  etc.  Iron 
Works,  137  Mass.  516,  50  Am.  Rep. 
328;  Mill  Dam  Foundry  Co.  v. 
Hovey,  21  Pick.  417;  Chase  v. 
Curtis,  113  U.  S.  452;  Heacock  v. 
Sherman,  14  Wend.  58;  Esmond 
T.  Bullard  (1878),  16  Hun,  65,  af- 


firmed sub  nom.  Loses  v.  Bullard 
(1880),  79  N.  Y.  404;  Archer  v. 
Rose  (1871),  3  Brewst.  (Pa.) 
264;  Cable  v.  Gatty,  34  Mo.  573; 
Cable  V.  McCune  (1858),  26  Mo. 
371,  72  Am.  Dec.  214;  Dryden  v. 
Kellogg  (1876),  2  Mo.  App.  87; 
Bohn  V.  Brown  (1876),  33  Mich. 
257,  263;  Doolittle  v.  Marsh,  11 
Neb.  243  (1881).  Contra,  Carver 
V.  Bralntree  Manuf.  Co.,  2  Story, 
432,  447.  Cf.  Wyman  v.  American 
Powder  Co.,  8  Cush.  168,  182; 
Gray  v.  Bennett,  3  Met.  522. 

9  In  re  Boston,  etc.  Iron  Works 
(1884),  23  Fed.  Rep.  880;  Hea- 
cock V.  Sherman  (1835),  14  Wend. 
59;  Child  v.  Boston,  etc  Iron 
Works  (1884),  1S7  Mass.  516;  Mill 
Dam  Foundry  Co.  v.  Hovey,  21 
Pick.  417  (1839).  Cf.  Chase  v.  In- 
galls  (1867),  97- Mass.  524;  Low- 
ell V.  Street  Commissioners,  106 
Mass.  540  (1871);  Zimmer  v. 
Schleehauf  (1874),  115  Mass.  52. 
Under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  3869, 
which  provides  that  stockholders 
of  manufacturing  and  mining 
companies  shall  only  be  liable  for 
the  amount  of  the  stock  sub- 
scribed by  them,  a  creditor  can- 
not sue  a  stockholder  or  a  sub- 
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the  tortious  act  might  have  been  considered  a  breach  of  contract  ;^" 
nor  costs  in  such  action."  But  the  word  has  been  held  to  cover 
a  judgment  for  waste  obtained  against  the  company.^^ 

Liability  to  amount  due  on  the  stock. — A  provision,  making  the 
stockholders  individually  liable  to  corporate  creditors,  to  the 
amount  due  on  their  stock,  though  it  may  make  them  directly 
liable  to  creditors,  imposes  no  greater  liability  than  already  exists 
in  equity.^^ 

Unlimited  liability. — A  charter  or  statute  provision  that  the 
stockholders  shall  be  jointly  or  severally  liable  as  individuals,  for 
all  corporate  debts  incurred  during  their  respective  ownership  of 
.shares,  and  without  reference  to  the  amount  paid  thereon,  is  un- 
limited liability.  It  removes  the  common  law  exemption  from 
individual  liability,  and  makes  stockholders  liable  as  partners. 
Under  such  provision  there  can  be  only  a  partnership,  but  no  cor- 
poration except  in  name.^* 

Statutory  liability  for  making  a  false  report,  applies  only  to 
debts  created  subsequent  to  the  time  the  report  is  made.^^ 

Waiver  by  creditors  of  their  rights  under  the  State. — A  corpor- 
ate creditor  by  his  act  may  waive  the  statutory  liability  of  share- 
holders.^" The  word  "debt"  in  statutes,  imposing  personal  lia- 
bility upon  shareholders,  includes  only  a  liability  arising  from, 
contract,  and  not  a  liability  arising  from  tort.^^ 

§  586.  "Double  liability." — A  statutory  double  liability  may 
be  enforced  against  a  single  stockholder  of  an  insolvent  corpora- 

scrlber  to  the  original  articles  of  12  Powell  v.  Oregonian   Ry.  Co. 

association  for  the  amount  of  un-  (1888),  36  Fed.  Rep.  726. 

paid  stock  or  subscriptions;  as  the  is  Patterson   v.    Lynde,    112    111. 

only   liability   is   to   the   corpora-  196,  106  U.  S.  519;  Mills  v.  Stew- 

tion,  or  to  a   receiver  in  case  of  art,  41  N.  Y.  384;  Kelley  v.  Clark, 

its  insolvency,  and  it  is  immate-  21  Mont.  291,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  668. 

rial  that  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  1*  Patterson  v.  Wyomissing  Mfg. 

Is  the  only  creditor.     Wheeler  v.  Co.,    40    Pa.    St.    117;    Corning   v. 

Thayer  (Ind.  1890)    22  N.  E.  Rep.  McCullough,   1  N.  Y.   47,   49   Am. 

972.  Dec.   287;    Harger  v.  McCullough, 

10  Cable   V.   McCune    (1858),   26  ^  Denio  (N.  Y.)  119. 

Mo.  371,   72  Am.  Dec.   214;    Bohn  15  Torbett   v.   Godwin,    62    Hun, 

■V.    Brown    (1876),    33   Mich.    257;  40f   (1891). 

Heacock  v.  Sherman,  14  Wend.  58.  le  United  States  v.  Stanford,  70 

iiSchouton  V.  'Kilmer   (1853),  8  Fed.   346    (1895),   161   U.   S.   412; 

How.  Pr.  527;    Lathrop  v.  Singer  Wells   v.   Black    (1897),   117    Cal. 

(1§63),    39    Barb.     396.      Contra,  157,  37  L.  R.  A.  619. 

Lane   v.    Baker    (1853),    2    Grant  it  Brown    v.    Trail     (1898),    89 

Cas.   424.     Of.  Veeder  v.  Mudgett  Fed.  641. 
<1882),  27  Hun,  519. 
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tion,  without  making  the  other  stockholders  parties ;  the  stock- 
holder's liability  being  several  and  not  joint.^*  A  corporation  as 
purchaser  of  all  of  the  stock  of  another  corporation,  wherein  the 
stockholders  were  subject  to  double  liability  under  the  statute, 
is  not  relieved  of  the  double  liability  merely  because  it  is  a  cor- 
poration, and  is  the  only  stockholder.^"  Statutes  enacting  that 
shareholders  shall  be  liable  to  corporate  creditors  "to  the  amount 
of  their  subscriptions,"  are  construed  to  be  merely  declaratory  of 
their  common  law  liability  f  but  statutes  imposing  a  liability  "to 
the  amount  of  their  stock,"  are  construed  to  mean  not  only  the 
amount  remaining  unpaid  on  their  subscriptions,  but  also  an  addi- 
tional sum  equal  to  the  amount  of  their  stock.''^  The  New  York 
General  Manufacturing  Act  of  1848,^^  u^on  which  the  statutes 
of  many  of  the  States  are  modelled,  is  more  explicit,  its  language 
being,  "to  an  amount  equal  to  their  stock,"  yet  it  was  not  without 
litigation  that  the  phrase  has  been  admitted  to  impose  an  addi- 
tional liability.''^  A  comparison  of  this  language  with  that  of  the 
General  Railroad  Act  of  1850,  however,  which  declares  the  rail- 
way shareholder  liable  to  creditors  "to  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  unpaid  on  the  stock  held  by  him,"^*  renders  evident  the 
meaning  attached  to  the  words  of  the  former,  the  latter  being 
merely  declaratory  of  the  common  law.^^  Statutes  imposing  a 
liability  "to  double  the  amount  of  the  stock  held  by  them,"  receive 
the  same  construction  as  those  making  the  shareholders  liable  "to 

isGamewell,    etc.    Co.    v.    Fire,  N.  Y.  353,  359;  In  re  Empire  City 

etc.  Co.   (Ky.  1903),  76  S.  "W.  862,  Bank    (1858),  18  N.  Y.  199,  218; 

25  Ky.  Law  Rep.  1010.  Ohio  Life  Ins.   Co.  v.  Merchants' 

19  Gamewell,  etc.  Co.  v.  Fire,  Ins.  Co.  (1850),  11  Humph, 
etc.  Co.  (Ky.  1903),  76  S.  W.  862,  (Tenn.)  1;  Lewis  v.  St.  Charles 
25  Ky.  Law  Rep.  1010.  Co.     (1878),     5     Mo.     App.     225; 

20  Walker  v.  Lewis  (1878),  49  South.  &  Jones  on  Manuf.  &  Busi- 
Tex.  123.  ness  Corps.,  §  100.     Cf.  Briggs  v. 

21  Root  V.  Sinnock  (1887),  120  Penniman  (1824),  8  Cow.  387; 
111.  350,  60  Am.  Rep.  558;  Mc-  Bank  of  Poughkeepsie  v.  Ibbotson 
Donnell  v.  Alabama  Gold  Life  Ins.  (1840),  24  Wend.  473. 

Co.   (1889),  85  Ala.  401;  Briggs  v.        '24^  Y.  Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140, 

Penniman,  8  Cow.  387,  18  Am.  Dec.  §   10,  amended  by  Laws  of  1854, 

454;     Pettibone     v.     McGraw,     6  ch.  282. 

Mich.  441;   Sacketts  Harbor  Bank  25  Patterson  v.  Lynde,  106  TJ.  S. 

V.  Blake,  3  Rich.  Eq.  225.    Contra,  519;    Stephens  v.  Fox    (1881),  83 

Lewis   V.   St.   Charles   County,   13  N.  Y.  313;  Mills  v.  Stewart  (1870), 

Mo.  App.  48.     Gt.  Gausan  v.  Buck  41   N.   Y.   384,   389;    Brundage  v. 

(1878),  68  Mo.   545;    Schricker  v.  Monumental,    etc.    Co.,    12    Oreg. 

Ridings   (1877),  65  Mo.  208.  322;   Bush  v.  Cartwright,  7  Oreg, 

22  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1848,  ch.  40.  3i9. 

23  Wheeler  v.  Millar   (1882),  90 
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the  amount  of  their  stock."^*  In  either  case  the  statute  imposes 
what  is  called  a  "double  liability."^^  In  Missouri,  a  provision 
that,  "in  no  case  shall  any  stockholder  be  individually  liable  in 
any  amount  over  and  above  the  amount  of  the  stock  owned  by 
Tiim  or  her,"  is  held  to  relieve  the  stockholder  from  liability,  after 
payment  in  full  of  the  amount  of  his  stock.^^  Shareholders' 
liability  for  "double"  the  amount  of  their  stock  means  twice  its 
par  value  in  addition  to  unpaid  subscription,  this  amounting  to 
■a.  triple  liability.^'  While  the  corporation  and  its  creditors  retain 
the  amount  of  an  assessment  upon  the  stockholders,  equity  will 
-not  enforce  its  collection  again  from  the  original  subscribers  at 
the  suit  of  a  receiver.'" 

§  S^?.  "Dissolution"  and  "failure,"  construed. — Statutes  im- 
posing an  additional  liability  upon  shareholders  for  the  corporate 
debts,  which  provide  for  the  accrual  of  the  liability  upon  the 
dissolution  of  the  corporation,  are  held  to  be  applicable  whenever 
the  corporation  becomes  a  nominal,  inert  body,  its  property  and 
funds  exhausted,  reduced  to  insolvency,  rendering  legal  remedies 
against  it  unavailing.'^  But  "dissolution,"  as  used  in  such  stat- 
utes, is  held  not  to  be  restricted  to  the  usual  idea  of  expiration  of 

28  Appeal  of  Parish   (Pa.  1890),  700,    80    Am.    Dec.    797;    Root    v. 

19  Atl.  Rep.  569,  holding  that  Pa.  Sinnock,  120  111.  350,  60  Am.  Rep. 

Act  of  April  10,  1873   (P.  L.  674),  588. 

incorporating  the  Miners'  Bank  of  28  Gausen  v.  Buck,  68  Mo.  545; 

Summit     Hill,     which     provides  Louis   v.    St.   Charles   County,    13 

(§  13)   that  "the  stockholders  of  Mo.  App.  48;  Schricker  v.  Ridings, 

said  hank  shall  be  held   Individ-  65  Mo.  208. 

ually  responsihle     ...     for  all  29  Driesbach  v.  Price  (1890),  133 

contracts,  debts  and  engagements  Pa.  St.  560. 

t)f    said    bank,    to    the    extent    of  soWyman    v.    Bowman     (Iowa, 

double   the   amount   of  the   stock  1904),    127    Fed.    257    (U.    S.,    C. 

■subscribed  for  or  held  by  them,"  C.  A.). 

creates  a  liability  in  favor  of  cred-  si  Central  Agricultural  Assn.  v. 

itors  against  the   stockholders  in  Alabama    Gold,    etc.    Ins.    Co.,    70 

twice  the  amount  of  stock  held  by  Ala.  120  (1881) ;  Morley  v.  Thayer 

them,     respectively,     without    re-  (1880),  3  Fed.  Rep.  737;   Bank  of 

gard  to  the  question  whether  or  Poughkeepsie  v.  Ihbotson   (1840), 

not  the  stock  has  been  paid  for  24  Wend.  473;  Pennlman  v.  Briggs 

in  full  to  the  corporation.     Perry  (1825),  Hopk.  Ch.   300,  sui  nom. 

V.    Turner    (1874),    55    Mo.    418;  Briggs    v.    Penniman     (1826),    8 

Matthews    v.    Albert     (1866),    24  Cow.   387;    Slee  v.  Bloom    (1822). 

Md.  527;  Norris  v.  Johnson  (1871),  19  Johns.  456;  Perry  v.  Turner,  55 

34    Md.    485;    Booth   v.    Campbell  Mo.    418     (1874);     State    Savings 

(1872),  37  Md.  522;.  Schricker  v.  Assn.   v.   Kellogg    (1873),   52   Mo. 

Ridings   (1877),  65  Mo.  208;   Gay  583;    Dryden    v.    Kellogg,    2    Mo. 

V.  Keys  (1863),  30  111.  413.  App.   87.     Cf.   Blair  v.   Gray,   104 

27  Coleman    v.    White,    14    Wis.  U.  S.  769. 
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the  charter,  or  other  cessation  of  legal  corporate  existence,  but 
contemplates  practical  dissolution  as,  by  loss  of  all  its  property,, 
and  insolvency  ;^^  suspension  of  business  for  a  year,  and  of  all. 
business  except  that  of  closing  up  its  affairs  f^  suspension  of  pay- 
ment by  a  bank,  and  appointment  of  receiver;  assignment  of  all 
its  property  for  the  benefit  of  all  its  creditors.^*  Under  charter- 
provision,  rendering  stockholders  liable  in  case  of  "failure,"  the 
suspension  of  specie-payment  by  a  bank  was  held  to  constitute 
such  "failure."*'  Upon  dissolution  of  the  corporation  by  expira- 
tion of  the  charter,  judgment  of  forfeiture  or  otherwise,  the  cred- 
itors may  in  equity  compel  the  stockholder  to  pay  up  in  full  any 
balance  due  on  their  stock  necessary  to  the  payment  of  creditors'' 
claims.^®  The  word  "failure"  Used  in  a  similar  connection  has.' 
been  held  to  apply  to  a  case  where  a  bank  suspended  specie-pay- 
ments." 

§  588.  Proportional  liability.  National  banks. — Statutes  im- 
posing upon  stockholders  a  personal  liability  "in  proportion  to- 
the  amount  of  the  shares"  held  by  them,  renders  each  of  them 
liable  for  so  much  of  the  whole  indebtedness  of  the  company  as 
the  number  of  shares  owned  by  him  is  to  the  whole  number  into- 
which  the  capital  stock  is  divided.*^  This  is  a  several  liability. 
One  shareholder  does  not  have  to  make  good  the  deficit  caused  by 
the'  delinquency  of  others.*^  Nor  is  his  liability  increased  by  the- 
fact  that  a-  part  of  the  capital  stock  is  held  by  the  corporation 
itself,*"  and  having  paid  the  whole  or  a  part  of  his  proportion 

32  Central,    etc.    Assn.    v.    Ala-  U.  S.  156;   Terry  v.  Anderson,  95^ 

bama,  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  70  Ala.  120.  U.  S.  632. 

ssBrigham  v.  Nathan,   62  Kan.  ss  Branch   v.    Baker    (1874),    53 

243,  62  Pac.  319;   First  Nat.  Bank  Ga.  502,  512;  Adkins  v.  Thornton 

V.  King,  60  Kan.  733;  Seattle  Nat.  (1856),  19  Ga.  325,  328;  Robinson 

Bank  v.  Pratt,  103  Fed.  62.  v.  Lane   (1856),  19  Ga.  337;   Mor- 

34  Stebbins  v.  Scott,  172  Mass.  row  v.  Superior  Court  (1883),  64 
356,  52  N.  B.  535;  Barrick  v.  Gif-  Cal.  383;  Sacramento  Bank  v. 
ford,  47  Ohio  St.  180,  21  Am.  St.  Pacific  Bank,  124  Cal.  147,  71  Am., 
Rep.  798;  Peter  v.  Farrel,  etc.  Co.,  St.  Rep.  36;  Dane  v.  Young,  61 
53  Ohio  St.  534;  Godfrey  v.  Terry,  Me.  160. 

97  U.  S.  171.  39  United    States    v.    Knox,    102- 

35  Terry  v.  Calnan,  13  S.  C.  220;  TJ.  S.  422,  425;  Crease  v.  Babcock, 
Godfrey  v.  Terry,  97  U.  S.  171.  51     Mass.    524,    555;     Adkins    v. 

36  Germantown,  etc.  Co.  v.  Fit-  Thornton  (1856),  19  Ga.  325,  328; 
ler;  60  Pa.  St.  124,  100  Am.  Dec.  Maine  Trust,  etc.  Co.  v.  Southern,. 
546.  etc.  Co.,  92  Me.  444. 

37  Lane  v.  Morris  (1850),  8  Ga.  ■'o  Crease  v.  Babcock,  51  Mass^ 
468,  476;  Terry  v.  Calnan,  13  S.  C.  525. 

220.      Cf.    Terry    v.    Tubman,    92 
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of  the  corporate  debts,  he  is  discharged  from  further  HabiHty 
in  to  to,  or  pro  tanto,  as  the  case  may  be.*^  One  creditor,  however, 
whose  claim  is  sufficient,  may  enforce  the  payment  of  the  whole 
amount  due  from  a  single  stockholder.*^  In  computing  the 
amount  of  a  shareholder's  liability  under  these  acts,  any  legitimate 
evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  amount  of  the  company's  lia- 
bilities.*^ But  the  capital  stock  is  to  be  taken  as  stated  in  the 
charter.**  In  California,  under  such  provision  for  proportional 
liability,  the  stockholder  is  held  to  two  liabilities ;  first,  to  the 
corporation  to  the  full  payment  of  amount  that  may  be  due  on  his 
subscription  to  the  capital  stock  ,for  the  payment  of  corporation 
creditors,  and  second,  he  is  held  individually  liable  to  each  cred- 
itor, proportionally.  The  two  liabilities  and  their  remedies  there- 
on, are  concurrent,  and  he  can  not  recover  back  by  subrogation  or 
otherwise,  any  payments  he  may  have  made  to  the  corporation 
or  to  the  creditor,  upon  either  liability.*^ 

National  banks. — When  the  assets  of  a  national  bank  are  in- 
sufficient to  meet  all  its  outstanding  debts,  each  shareholder  is 
individually  liable  to  contribute  such  a  sum  as  will  bear  the  same 
proportion  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  deficit,  as  his  stock  bears 
to  the  whole  amount  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  bank  at  its  par 
value,  whether  held  by  shareholders  or  by  the  bank  itself,  and 
whether  held  by  solvent  or  insolvent  owners,  within  or  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.*"  [The  decision  of  the  comptroller 
of  the  currency  as  to  the  necessity  for  bringing,  proceedings 
against  the  stockholders  and  the  extent  to  which  their  liability 
should  be  enforced,  is  conclusive  upon  them.*^     But  in  calculating 

41  Branch  v.  Baker  (1874),  53  46  United  States  v.  Knox,  102 
Ga.  502,  512;  Jones  v.  Wlltberger,  U.  S.  422,  425.  "The  shareholder 
42  Ga.  575;  Belcher  v.  Wilcox,  40  of  every  national  hanking  associa- 
Ga.  391.  tion  shall  be  held  individually  re- 

42  Hatch  v.  Burroughs  (1870),  1  sponsible,  equally  and  ratably,  and 
Woods,  439;  Branch  v.  Baker,  53  not  one  for  another,  for  all  con- 
Ga.  502  ( 1874 ) ;  Lane  v.  Harris  tracts,  debts  and  engagements  of 
(1854),  16  Ga.  217;  Lane  v.  Mor-  such  association  to  the  extent  of 
ris  (1850),  8  Ga.  468;  Larrabee  v.  the  amount  of  their  stock  there- 
Baldwin  (1864),  35  Gal.  155.  Cf.  in,  at  the  par  value  thereof,  in 
Bank  of  Poughkeepsie  v.  Ibbotson  addition  to  the  amount  invested 
(1840),  24  Wend.  473.           /  in  such  shares."    U.  S.  Rev.  Stat, 

43  Robinson  v.  Lane    (1856),  19  §  5151. 

Ga.  337.  47  National    Bank    v.    Case,    99 

44  Lane  v.  Morris,  8  Ga.  468.  V.  S.  628;  Casey  v.  Galli,  94  U.  S. 

45  Sacramento  Bank  v.  Pacific  673;  Kennedy  v.  Gibson,  8  Wall. 
Bank,  124  Cal.  147,  71  Am.  St.  498;  Bailey  v.  Sawyer,  4  Dill.  463. 
Rep.  36. 
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the  liability  of  the  shareholders,  unpresented  claims  are  not  to  be 
taken  into  account,  since  no  creditor  who  fails  to  appear  and 
prove  his  claim,  is  entitled  to  recover.*'  The  creditors  can  not  in 
their  own  names  proceed  against  the  shareholders.  The  receiver 
is  the  proper  party  to  bring  the  suit,  and  neither  the  creditors  nor 
the  bank  are  necessary  parties  to  the  action  against  the  stock- 
holders.*' The  receiver  may  be  appointed  either  by  the  comptrol- 
ler or  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.^"  If  a  bill,  as  origin- 
ally framed  against  an  insolvent  national  bank,  seeks  only  the  < 
collection  of  assets,  but  is  afterwards  amended  so  as  to  enforce 
the  personal  liability  of  stockholders,  they  should  not  be  charged 
with  the  expense  of  a  receiver,  appointed  under  the  bill  as  or- 
originally  framed,  but  who  was  not  necessary  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  statutory  liability."^  The  insolvency  of  any  one  stockholder, 
or  his  absence  beyond  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  in  no  way  affects 
the  liability  of  any  other  stockholder.  And  if  the  bank  holds 
some  of  its  stock,  it  is  as  if  held  by  a  natural  person,  and  is  to 
be  so  computed  as  to  the  liability  of  the  other  stockholders.^^  In 
case  of  deficiency  of  assets  to  pav  the  corporate  debts,  the  comp- 
troller may  continue  to  make  assessments  upon  the  stockholders 
until  their  full  liability  is  exhausted.^'  His  order  is  conclusive  as 
to  necessity  for  assessment  in  any  suit  by  the  receiver  against 
a  stockholder.^*  The  assessment  bears  interest  for  the  time  pay- 
able.°"  The  comptroller  can  not  sue.^"  The  assessments  are  col- 
lected by  the  bank  receiver  by  suit  at  law,  or  in  equity  in  his  own 
name,  or  in  that  of  the  bank,''^  in  the  courts  of  any  State  where 
the  stockholder  may  be  found,^^  or  in  the  federal  courts,  without 
regard  to  the  amount  of  the  claim.'''' 

48  Richmond    v.    Irons,    121    U.  ^s  Bowden  v.  Johnson,  107  U.  S. 
S.  27.  251;   Davis  Estate  v..  Watkins,  56 

49  Kennedy  v.  Gibson   (1868),  8  Neb.  288,  76  N.  W.  575;   Casey  v. 
Wall.  498.  Galli,  94  V.  S.  673. 

60  Harvey  v.  Lord,  11  Biss.  144.  se  Kennedy  v.   Gibson,    8   Wall. 

51  Richmond    v.    Irons,    121    U.  (U.  S.)   498. 

S.  27.  67  O'Connor    v.    Witherby,    111 

62  United    States    v.    Knox,    102  Cal.  523,  44  Pac.  227. 

U.  S.  422.  68  Bank  of  Bethel  v.  Pahquioque 

63Aldrich    v.    Campbell,    38    C.  Bank,  14  Wall.   (U.  S.)   383. 

C.   A.   347,   97   Fed.   663;    Aldrich  ss  Brown  v.  Smith,  88  Fed.  565; 

V.  Yates,  95  Fed.  78.  National  Bank,  etc.  v.  Kennedy,  17 

54  Bushnell  V.  Leland,  164  V.  S.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  19. 
684;  Aldrich  v.  Campbell,  38  C.  C. 
A.  347,  97  Fed.  663. 
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§  589.  Liability  contingent  upon  capital  stock  not  being 
fully  paid  in. — Under  one  statutory  form,  the  stockholders  are 
subjected  to' an  additional  liability  only  when  the  capital  stock 
has  not  been  fully  paid  in.""  These  acts  differ  from  those  statutes 
which  merely  declare  the  common  law  liability  of  stockholders, 
each  for  the  unpaid  balance  due  on  his  shares,  in  that  under  them, 
stockholders  who  have  paid  the  full  amount  of  their  shares  may 
be  required  to  make  good  the  deficit  caused  by  the  delinquency 
of  others."^  And  liability  under  these  acts,  is  in  no  way  affected 
by  the  amount  of  capital  which  may  be  paid  in,  so  long  as  any 
remains  unpaid."^  ^ut  it  may  be  terminated  even  after  suit  has 
been  begun,  by  a  payment  which  makes  up  the  full  amount  of  the 
capital  stock. "^  Under  these  statutes  it  becomes  important  to 
determine  wherein  payment  consists.^*  Where  the  company  has 
accepted  property  as  payment  for  its  capital  stock,  it  is  for  the 
jury  to  determine  whether  the  transaction  was  made  in  good  faith 
or  with  intent  to  evade  the  statute.*'  A  gross  discrepancy  be- 
tween the  valuation  at  which  the  property  was  accepted,  and  its 
actual  value,  is  presumptive  evidence  of  fraud."'  Where,  by 
statute,  the  stockholders  are  held  individually  liable  to  creditors 
to  the  amount  of  the  unpaid  stock,  for  all  acts  and  contracts  of 
the  corporation  till  all  the  capital  stock  subscribed  for  is  paid, 
the  stockholders  are  liable,  if  their  stock  was  issued  for  property 
transferred  to  the  corporation  at  a  valuation  known  to  be  ex- 
cessive, and  are  liable  to  the  extent  of  the  difference  between 
the  par  value  of  the  stock  and  the  real  value  of  the  property;"^ 

60  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1848,  ch.  40,  to  the  amount  that  he  has  act- 
§  10.  ually  paid  on  his  subscription,  is 

61  Tiballs  V.  Libhy,  87  111.  142;  valid,  as  against  creditors,  and 
Butler  V.  Walker,  80  111.  345.  they  cannot  enforce   the  original 

e^Norris  v.  Johnson    (1871),  34  subscriptions,  except  as  to  the  de^ 

Md.  485;  Norris  v.  Wrenschall,  34  ficiency   between    the    amount    of 

Md.  492.  paid-up   stock   so   Issued   and   the 

63  Booth  V.  Campbell  (1872),  37  minimum  allowed  by  the  charter 

Md.  522.  for    the    transaction    of    business. 

6*  An  arrangement  made  In  good  Hill  v.  Silvey  (1889),  81  Ga.  500. 

faith  among  the  stockholders  of  a  05  Lake    Superior    Iron    Co.    v. 

corporation  whose  subscription  to  Drexel   (1882),  90  N.  Y.  87. 

its   capital  stock  has  never   been  66  Thurston  v.  Duffy   (1886),  38 

made   public,   entered  into  before  Hun,  327. 

the      corporation     has      incurred  67  Kelley    v.    Clark,     21    Mont, 

debts,  whereby,  instead  of  issuing  291,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  668;  Lloyd  v. 

stock  to  the  amount  of  the  orig-  Preston,  146  U.  S.  630;   Sawyer  v. 

inal      subscriptions,      each      sub-  Hoag,  17  Wall.  (U.  S.)   610;  Addi- 

scriber  is  given  full  paid-up  stock  son  v.  Pacific  Coast  Milling  Co.,  79 
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but,  it  has  been  Jield  that  the  fact  that  it  was  worth  only  a  fifth 
of  the  value  put  upon  it,  though  presumptive  evidence  of  fraud, 
does  not  charge  the  incorporators  with  legal  fraud  where  they 
appear  to  have  made  their  valuation  in  good  faith."'  In  Illinois, 
the  liability  of  stockholders  for  the  debts  of  a  corporation  con- 
tracted before  the  whole  capital  stock  has  been  paid  in,  can  not 
be  enforced  by  a  single  creditor,  suing  on  his  own  behalf.  The 
bill  must  be  brought  in  behalf  of  all  creditors,  and  the  assets  of  the 
corporation  must  first  have  been  exhausted."" 

§  590.  Liability  for  debts  due  laborers,  etc. — In  many  of 
the  States  there  are  statutes '  making  the  shareholders  of  corpor- 
ations individually  liable  for  debts  due  to  its  servants,  laborers, 
clerks,  employes  and  apprentices,^"  designed  for  the  protection  of 
those  who  "usually  look  to  the  reward  of  a  day's  labor  or  service 
for  immediate  or  present  support,  from  whom  the  company  does- 
not  expect  credit,  and  to  whom  its  future  ability  to  pay  is  of  no- 
consequence  i'^  such,  for  example,  as  an  engineer  and  fireman, 
although  sometimes  acting  as  superintendent  also,'^  a  civil  en- 
gineer,'^ a  reporter  employed  by  a  newspaper  company,  and  a 
city  or  assistant  editor,  if  not  an  officer  of  the  company,'*  an  over- 
seer and  book-keeper,'"  and  a  book-keeper  having  no  other  duties 

Fed.    459;     Sprague    v.    National  Pa.     St.     293;     Weiss    v.    Mauck' 

Bank  of  America,  172  111.  149,  64  Chunk  Iron  Co.  (1868),  58  Pa.  St., 

Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  42  L.  R.  A.  606;  295;     Reading    Industrial    Manuf. 

Corbin  &  Co.  v.  Jones,  167  N.  Y.  Co.   v.   Graeff    (1870),   64   Pa.   St. 

158.  395;    Weigley  v.   Coal   Oil   Co.,   B 

OS  Young   V.    Erie    Iron    Co.,    65  Phila.  67  (1862). 

Mich.  Ill  (1887).  71  Wakefield  v.  Fargo  (1882),  90 

«» Harper  v.  Union  Manuf.   Co.  N.  Y.  213,  217.    Of.  Williamson  v. 

(1882),  100  111.  225.  Wadsworth,  49  Barb.  294;   Adams 

TON.   Y.   Laws   of   1848,   ch.   40,  v.   Goodrich    (1875),,  55   Ga.   335; 

§    18,   laborers,   servants   and   ap-  Jones    v.    Avery,    50    Mich.    326; 

prentices;    N.    Y.    Laws    of    1875,  Brockway  v.   Innes,   39  Mich.   47, 

ch.  392,  §  8,  amending  N.  Y.  Laws  33  Am.  Rep.  348. 

of  1850,  ch.  140,  §  10,  laborers  and  72  Vincent  v.  Bramford,  1  Jones 

servants   of   railways,   other  than  &  S.  506,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  252. 

contractors;       Wis.      Rev.      Stat.  's  Conant    v.    Van    Schalck,    24 

(1878),    §    1769,    clerks,    servants  Barb.  87.   Gf.  Williamson  v.  Wads- 

and     laborers;     Ind.     Rev.     Stat,  worth,     49     Barb.     294.       Contra, 

(1881),  §  3869j  laborers,  servants,  Pennsylvania,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Leuf- 

apprentices    and   employes;  Tenn.  fer  (1877),  84  Pa.  St.  168. 

Acts  of  1875,  ch.   142,   §   21,  serv-  ti  Harris  v.  Morvell,  1  Abb.  N. 

ants   and   employees;    Pa.   Act  of  Cas.  127. 

April  29,  1874,  work  done  or  ma-  75  Hovey  v.  Ten  Broeck  (1865), 

terial     furnished;     Mich.     Const.  3    Rob.     (N.    Y.    Sup.    Ct)    316; 

(1850),  art.  xv,  §  7;  Moyer  v.  Wakefield  v.  Fargo,  90  N.  Y.  213. 
Pennsylvania  Slate  Co.   (1872),  71 


§  590.] 


LIABILITY    OS    STOOKHOLDBES. 


SS* 


than  such  as  usually  pertain  to  that  position/"  a  foreman  in  a 
manufacturing  corporation,  although  he  may  not  perform  manual 
labor."  But  in  general,  only  manual  or  menial  laborers  are  pro- 
tected by  these  statutes.'^  General  agents,  such  as  superintend- 
ents," or  an  overseer  on  a  plantation,*"  or  an  agent  of  a  mining 
corporation  employed  to  take  charge  of  its  mines  in  a  foreign 
country,*^  or  secretaries  of  manufacturing  companies,  are  not 
within  these  statutes.'^  And  secretaries*'-'  and  general  managers'* 
can  not  claim  their  protection  by  reason  of  performing  the  duties 
of  a  book-keeper  in  addition.  The  mere  fact  that  one  does  some- 
manual  labor  incidental  to  his  position  as  manager  or  foreman  or 
superintendent,  will  not  constitute  him  a  laborer  within  the  intent 
of  the  statutes.*^ 

"Laborer." — A  laborer  is  one  who  does  manual  work,  for  ex- 
ample, a  railroad  section  hand,  a  telegraph  or  telephone  lineman,. 
a  porter,  driver,   truckman,   etc.*° 

"Servant.'' — Servant  is  a  term  broader  than  laborer,  and  in- 
cludes ,  any  one  who  renders  subordinate  personal  service  to  his 
employer,  and  remains  under  his  direction  and  control.*''     Con- 


-je  Chapman  v.  Chumar  (1889), 
54  Hun,  636. 

"Sleeper  v.  Goodwin  (1887),  67 
■Wis.  577.  In  Short  v.  Medberry 
(1883),  29  Hun,  39,  the  plaintiff 
■was  given  a  situation  at  a  monthly- 
salary  of  $1,000  per  year  by  a 
manufacturing  corporation  on  con- 
dition that  he  should  obtain  for 
the  corporation  a  loan  of  $3,000. 
He  acted  as  foreman,  helped  to 
manufacture  stone,  kept  time  of 
the  hands,  solicited  orders,  and 
did  -whatever  told  to  do  by  the 
superintendent,  and  it  was '  held 
that  he  was  a  laborer  or  servant 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

78  Adams  v.  Goodrich  (1875),  55 
Ga.  335.  Gf.  Heebner  v.  Chave,  5 
Pa.  St.  115  (1847);  Harrod  v. 
Hamer  (1873),  32  Wis.  162; 
Southworth  &  Jones  on  Manu- 
facturing &  Business  Corpora- 
tions, §  96. 

79Kincaid  v.  Dwinelle  (1875), 
59  N.  Y.  548.  Of.  Gordon  v.  Jen- 
nings, 8  Q.  B.  Div.  45;  Gumey  v. 


Atlantic,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  (1874),  5S 
N.  Y.  358. 

80  "Whittaker  V.  Smith  (1879),  84 
N.  C.  340.  Contra,  Hovey  v.  Ten 
Broeck  (1875),  3  Rob.  (N.  Y.  Sup. 
Ct.)  316. 

-  81  Hill  V.  Spencer  (1874),  61 
N.  Y.  274;  Krauser  v.  Ruckel,  IT 
Hun,  463  (1879);  Dean  v.  De- 
-Wolf  (1878),  16  Hun,  186;  Kin- 
caid  V.  Dwinelle,  59  N.  Y.  548. 

82  Coffin  V.  Reynolds  (1868),  3T 
N.  Y.  640,  overruling  Richardson 
V.  Abendroth,  43  Barb.  163. 

83Viele  V.  Wells  (1882),  9  Abb. 
N.,Cas.  277.  ' 

84  Wakefield  v.  Fargo  (1882),  90 
N.  Y.  213. 

85  Krauser  v.  Ruckel  (1870),  4T 
Hun,  463;  Ericsson  v.  Brown,  38 
Barb.  390   (1862). 

80  Jones  V.  Avery,  50  Mich.  326; 
Brockway  v.  Innes,  39  Mich.  47, 
33  Am.  Rep.  348. 

87  Hill  V.  Spencer,  61  N.  Y.  274; 
Sleeper  v.  Goodwin,  67  Wis.  577- 
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suiting  engineers,*^  assistant  chief  engineers'"  and  contractors, 
are  not  within  the  meaning  of  these  acts ;"''  nor  is  a  traveling 
salesman,  employed  by  a  corporation,  a  laborer  within  the  con- 
stitutional provision  of  the  constitution  of  Michigan.*'-  Where 
the  statute  makes  stockholders  personally  liable  for  the  corpor- 
ate debts  due  to  "servants,"  "laborers"  or  "employes,"  the  ques- 
tion to  determine  is,  who  so  classed  by  the  statute  is  not  a  laborer 
or  employe."^  A  clerk  is  not  a  "laborer,"  nor  is  a  draftsman, 
superintendent  or  book-keeper,"'  nor  are  foremen,"*  nor  is  a  su- 
perintendent of  a  mine,"^  nor  is  a  general  manager-'^  A  book- 
keeper is  an  employe."^  The  president  is  not  an  employe"^  or 
workman,"*  nor  is  a  traveling  agent.""  A  salaried  corporation 
attorney  is  not  an  employe  within  the  meaning  of  such  statute.^ 
But  such  a  statute  renders  the  stockholder  liable  as  for  debts  due 
to  laborers,  or  servants  for  service,  although  not  manual  labor.'' 
One  serving  as  shipper  and  receiver  of  goods,  and  collector  and 
salesman,  is  a  clerk.'  In  Indiana  the  issue  has  been  raised 
whether  a  corporation  aggregate  could  be  the  "employe"  of 
another  corporation  in  the  sense  here  used,  but  it  was  decided 
in  the  negative.*     Statutes   imposing  a  personal   liability  upon 

88  Ericsson  v.  Brown  (1862),  38  si  Jones    v.    Avery    (1882),    50 

Barb.  390.  Mich.  326.    But  see  Williamson  v. 

soBrookway  V.  Innes  (1878),  39  Wadsworth,  49  Barb.  294. 

Mich.   47.     Gf.  Peck  v.  Miller,  39  92  Louisville,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Wil- 

Mich.  594   (1878).  son    (1891),  138  U.  S.  581;    Latta 

90Aikin   v.   Wasson    (1862),    24  v.  Louisdale  (1901),  107  Fed.  585. 

N.  Y.  482;  Balch  v.  New  York,  etc.  93  Matter  .of  Stryker  (1893),  158 

R.  Co.  (1871),  46  N.  Y.  521;  Atch-  N.  Y.  526. 

«rson  v.  Troy,  etc.  R.  Co.,  6  Abb.  si/ra   re   Stryker,   73   Hun,   327 

Pr.     (N.     S.)     329;     Boutwell    v.  (1893). 

Townsend    (1860),    37   Barb.   205.  ss  Cocking   v.   Ward,    48    S.   W. 

•Cf.  Kent  V.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.  287  (Tenn.  1898). 

(1855),   12  N.   Y.   628;    McClusky  ^^In  re   Grabbs-Wiley,   etc.   Co. 

V.  Cromwell   (1854),  11  N.  Y.  593.  (1899),  96  Fed.  183. 

Thus,  a  stockholder  is  not  liable  ^^  People  v.  Beveridge,  etc.  Co. 

as  for  a  labor  debt  for  money  due  (1895),  91  Hun,  313. 

under  a  contract  with  the  corpo-  "s  Weatherby  v.  Saxony,  etc.  Co. 

ration,  whereby  a  contractor  is  to  (N.  J.  1894), ^29  Atl.  326. 

carry  on  certain  quarrying  opera-  ss  Clark's    Appeal     (1894),    100 

tions  at  his  own  expense  and  for  Mich.  448. 

a   period    of   years,    in    a   quarry  1  Bristor  v.    Smith    (1899),   158 

owned  by  the  corporation,  and  de-  N.  Y.  157,  22  App.  Div.  624. 

liver   rock   to  the   corporation   at  2  Sleeper   v.    Goodwin,    67   Wis. 

certain  rates.    Taylor  v.  Manwar-  577. 

ing    (1882),  48  Mich.   171;   Moyer  s  Hand  v.  Cole,  88  Tenn.  400. 

V.  Pennsylvania  Slate  Co.   (1872),  4 Dukes  v.  Love  (1884),  97  Ind. 

71  Pa.  St.  293;   Rogers  v.  Dexter  341.    Cf-  Beecher  v.  Dacey.  (1882), 

R.  R.,  85  Me.  372,  21  L.  R.  A.  528.  45  Mich.  92.     In  this  case  a  mer- 
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Etockholders  for  labor  performed  for  the  corporation,  are  con- 
strued as  creating  a  liability  in  addition  to  what  remains  unpaid 
on  their  subscriptions/  and  as  imposing  a  personal  obligation  to 
pay  for  services  rendered  while  the  stockholder  was  a  member 
of  the  company,  of  which  he  is  n^ot  relieved  by  a  transfer  of  his 
shares."  It  attaches  to  municipal  corporations  holding  shares, 
as  well  as  to  natural  persons.'  The  remedy  is  not  exclusive  of 
t;he  common  law  right  of  such  creditors  to  enforce  the  liability  of 
shareholders  upon  their  unpaid  subscriptions.*  The  right  of 
action  conferred,  is  assignable  and  not  a  mere  personal  privilege.' 
It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  a  judgment  against  the  corporation 
in  order  to  maintain  an  action  against  shareholders  under  these 
statutes,  but  the  plaintiff  may  prove  on  the  trial,  the  nature  and 
amount  of  his  claim,  independent  of  any  judgment.^"  An  em- 
ploye is  not  to  be  regarded  as  having  waived  his  right  of  action 
against  the  shareholders  individually  by  the  mere  act  of  present- 
ing his  claim  for  wages  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  a  dividend 
from  the  assignee  ■,'^^  nor  by  taking  a  note  and  obtaining  judgment 
against  the  corporation  and  receiving  a  pro  rata  payment  out 
of  the  corporate  assets. ^^  The  mere  dissolution  of  a  corporation 
by  suspension  of  business,  or  by  an  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors,  does  not  destroy  the  right  of  a  servant  to  enforce 
the  personal  liability  of   stockholders   for  wages.^*     In  actions 

cantile  firm  delivered  goods  to  the  not  lie,  and  that  the  use   of  the 

laborers  of  a  mining  corporation  words   "for  labor"  in  the  orders, 

upon  orders  drawn  in  this  form:  was  simply  to  indicate  the  nature 

"Due  A.  for  labor  from  the  M.  &  of  the  service  for  which  they  were 

P.  Rolling  Mill  Co.  f — ,  in  goods,  given  and  not  to  keep  them  alive 

at  the  store  of  C.  E.,  treasurer,  by  as  against  stockholders. 

G.;"  and  on  delivery  of  goods  to  «  Milroy  v.  Spur  Mountain,  etc. 

the  amount  so  called  for,  the  firm  Mining  Co.,  43  Mich.  231. 

stamped    each    order    "paid."      It  « Jackson    v.    Meek    (1888),    87 

was    apparently    understood    that  Tenn.  69,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  620. 

the  firm  should  receive  and  honor  ^  Shipley  v.  Terre  Haute  (1882), 

the  orders  of  the  corporation  and  74  Ind.  297. 

that  the  latter  should  settle  with  s  Lane's  Appeal   (1885),  105  Pa. 

it    every    month,    and     pay    the  St.  49. 

amount  of  the  orders  taken  by  it.  »  Krauser    v.    Ruckel,    17    Hun, 

The   firm    became   insolvent,    and  463. 

had  among  its  assets  a  large  num-  lo  Sleeper  v.  Goodwin  (1887),  67 

ber    of    these    orders,    on    which  Wis.  579. 

suits   were   brought   as   for   labor  n  Sleeper  v.  feoodwin  (1887),  67 

debts,  and  for  the  use  of  the  per-  Wis.  579. 

sons    to    whom    the    orders    were  12  Jackson   v.   Meek    (1888),   87 

drawn,  against  one   of  the  stock-  Tenn.  69,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  620. 

holders  of  the  corporation;  and  it  is  Sleeper  v.   Goodwin,   67  Wis. 

"was   held   that  the   action   would  579. 
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under  these  statutes  brought  in  a  foreign  State,  they  will  be  con- 
strued in  accordance  with  the  construction  given  them  in  the 
■courts  of  the  State  that  enacted  them.^* 

§  591.  Creditors  first  to  exhaust  remedy  against  the  cor- 
poration.— The  personal  liability  of  stockholders  for  the  debts 
of  the  company  is  secondary  to  that  of  the  company  itself,  and 
■does  not  accrue  until  the  corporate  assets  have  been  exhausted,  or 
clearly  shown  to  be  insufficient  to  meet  the  demands  of  creditors." 
This  is  the  rule,  both  in  respect  of  their  liability  upon  the  unpaid 
balance  of  their  subscriptions,  and  as  to  any  additional  individual 
liability  which  may  be  imposed  upon  them  by  charter  or  statute.^" 
The  best  evidence  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  corporate  assets,  be- 
ing an  execution  upon  judgment  against  the  company,  with  a 
return  of  nulla  bona,  it  has  been  frequently  held  that  such  a  re- 
turn is  an  essential  pre-requisite  to  an  action  against  the  share- 
holders personally.^''     The  return  of  an  execution  unsatisfied,  is 


"Viele  V.  Wells  (1882),  9  Abb. 
N.  Cas.  277,  a  case  arising  under 
the  Michigan  statute. 

15  Harper  v.  Union  Manuf.  Co. 
(1882),  100  111.  225;  Garretsville 
Bank  v.  Greene  (1885),  64  Iowa, 
445;  Wright  v.  McCormack,  17 
Ohio  St.  86  (1866);  Stewart  v. 
Lay  (1877),  45  Iowa,  604;  Toucey 
V.  Bowen  (1855),  1  Biss.  81;  Lane 
V.  Harris  (1854),  16  Ga.  217; 
Drinkwater  v.  Portland,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  18  Me.  35;  Cambridge  Water 
Works  V.  Somerville  Dyeing  Co. 
(1862),  4  AHen,  239.  Of.  Patter- 
son V.  Wyomisslng  Manuf.  Co. 
(1861),  40  Pa.  St.  117;  Harper  v. 
Union  Manuf.  Co.,  100  111.  225; 
Hatch  V.  Burroughs,  1  Woods, 
439;  Mean's  Appeal  (1877),  85 
Pa.  St.  75;  Bayliss  v.  Swift,  40 
Iowa,  648  (1875);  McClaren  v. 
yranciscus  (1869),  43  Mo.  452; 
Wehrman  v.  Reakirt  (1871),  1 
Cin.  Super.  Ct.  230. 

le  Jackson  v.  Meek  (1888),  87 
Tenn.  69,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  620; 
Nimick  v.  Mingo  Iron  Co.  (1885), 
25  W.  Va.  184;  Dauchy  v.  Brown 
(1852),  24  Vt.  197,  209,  where  it 
was  said:  "The  reason  and  pro- 
priety of  this   is   apparent.     The 


indebtedness  of  the  corporation 
must  exist  before  such  liability 
[of  the  stockholders]  can  arise, 
and  that  indebtedness  can  only  be 
tried  in  suit  against  the  corpora- 
tion in  such  a  way  that  those 
upon  whom  execution  may  be 
levied  shall  be  thereby  concluded. 
If  a  judgment  is  obtained  against 
the  corporation  not  only  is  the 
corporation,  but  all  Its  members 
are  concluded  on  the  question  of 
indebtedness." 

17  Terry  v.  Anderson,  95  U.  S. 
636;  Walser  v.  Seligman  (1882), 
21  Blatchf.  130;  Handy  v.  Draper, 
89  N.  Y.  334;  Shellington  v.  How- 
land,  53  N.  Y.  371;  Preeland  v. 
McCullough  (1845),  1  Denio,  414, 
43  Am.  Dec.  685;  Andrew  v.  Van- 
derbilt,  37  Hun,  468;  Lindsley  v. 
Simonds,  2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  69; 
Drinkwater  v.  Portland  Marine 
Ry.  (1841),  18  Me.  35;  New  Eng- 
land, etc.  Bank  v.  Newport  Steam 
Factory,  6  R.  I.  154,  75  Am.  Dec. 
688;  Wetherbee  v.  Baker  (1882), 
35  N.  J.  Eq.  501;  Wehrman  v. 
Reakirt,  1  Cin.  Super.  Ct.  230; 
Munger  v.  Jaeobson  (1881),  99  111. 
349;  Outright  v.  Stanford  (1876), 
81  111.  240;  Lane  v.  Harris  (1854). 
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conclusive  evidence  against  the  stockholder,  of  the  insolvency 
of  the  corporation,  and  that  it  has  no  property  subject  to  execu- 
tion;'^^ and  a  judgment  by  default  and  execution  returned  unsatis- 
fied, is  sufficient  evidence  of  insolvency.*'  As  the  phrase  goes, 
the  creditor  must  first  exhaust  his  remedy  against  the  corpora- 
tion,^" by  recovery  of  judgment  against  it,  and  return  of  execution 


16  Ga.  217;  Thornton  v.  Lane,  11 
Ga.  459  (1852) ;  Blake  v.  Hinkle, 
10  Yerg.  218;  Terry  v.  Anderson 
(1877),  95  tr.  S.  628,  636,  where 
■Chief  Justice  Waite  said;  "Ordi- 
narily, a  creditor  must  put  his  de- 
mind  into  judgment  against  his 
debtor  and  exhaust  his  remedies 
at  law  before  he  can  proceed  in 
■equity  to  subject  choses  in  action 
to  its  payment.  To  this  rule,  how- 
ever, there  are  some  exceptions, 
and  we  are  not  prepared  to  say 
that  a  creditor  of  a  dissolved  cor- 
poration may  not,  under  certain 
circumstances,  claim  to  be  ex- 
empted from  its  operation.  If  he 
can,  however,  it  is  upon  the 
ground  that  the  assets  of  the  cor- 
poration constitute  a  trust  fund 
which  will  be  administered  by  a 
court  of  equity  in  the  absence  of 
a  trustee;  the  principle  being 
that  equity  will  not  permit  a 
trust  to  fail  for  want  of  a  trus- 
tee. But  here  there  was  a  trus- 
tee." McClaren  v.  Franciscus,  43 
Mo.  452  (1869);  Remington  v. 
Samana  Bay  Co.,  140  Mass.  494; 
Priest  V.  Essex  Manuf.  Co.,  115 
Mass.  380;  Cambridge  Water 
Works  V.  Somerville  Dyeing,  etc. 
■Co.,  4  Allen,  239;  Dauchy  v. 
Brown,  24  Vt.  197;  Perkins  v. 
Church,  31  Barb.  84;  Baxter  v. 
Moses  (1885),  77  Me.  465;  Cleve- 
land V.  Bumham  (1885),  55  Wis. 
598;  Bank  of  the  United  States  v. 
Ballam  (1836),  4  Dana,  574;  2 
Lindley  on  Partnership,  520;  Batt- 
lett  v.  Pentland  (1831),  1  Barn. 
&  Ad.  704;  Clowes  v.  Brettell,  10 
Mees.  &  W.  506  (1842);  Winfleld 
V.  Barton  (1872),  2  Dowl.  (N.  S.) 
355;  Wingfield  v.  Peel  (1842),  12 
li.  J.  Q.  B.  (N.  S.)  102. 


18  Hawthorn  v.  Calef,  53  Me.  471. 
Ripley  v.  Evans,  87  Mich.  217. 

i9Voight  V.  Dregge,  97  Mich. 
322. 

20  Andrew  v.  Vanderbilt  (1885), 

37  Hun,  468;  Blake  v.  Hinkle,  10 
Yerg.  218  (1836);  Shellington  v. 
Howland  (1873),  53  N.  Y.  371; 
Wehrman  v.  Reakirt  (1871),  1 
Cin.  Super.  Ct.  230;  Dauchy  v. 
Brown,  24  Vt.  197;  Drinkwater  v. 
Portland  Marine  Ry.  (1841),  18 
Me.  35;  Handy  v.  Draper  (1882), 
89  N.  Y.  334;  Thornton  v.  Lane 
(1852),  11  Ga.  459;  Lane  v.  Har- 
ris (1854),  16  Ga.  217;  McClaren 
v.  Franciscus  (1869),  43  Mo.  452; 
New  England,  etc.  Bank  v.  New- 
port Steam  Factory  (1859),  6  R. 
•I.  154;  Priest  v.  Essex  Manuf.  Co. 

(1874),  115  Mass.  380;  Cambridge 
Water  Works  v.  Somerville  Dye- 
ing, etc.  Co.  (1862),  4  Allen,  239; 
Lindsley  v.  Simonds  (1866),  2 
Abb.  Prac.  (N.  S.)  69;  Stone  v. 
Wiggin  (1842),  5  Mete.  316; 
Stedman  v.  Eveleth  (1843),  6 
Mete.  114;  Leland  v.  Marsh,  16 
Mass.  389  (1820);  Marcy  v.  Clark 
(1821),  i7  Mass.  330.  Cf.  Perkins 
V.  Church  (1859),  31. Barb.  84.  It 
is  no  excuse  that  the  corporate 
charter  has  expired  by  limita- 
tion, especially  when,  notwith- 
standing, the  statute  gives  the 
creditor  the  remedy.  Andrew  v. 
Vanderbilt,  37  Hun,  468.  It  is  suf- 
ficient that  the  petition  allege  that 
no  property  of  the  corporation 
could  be  found  whereon  to  levy 
execution  and  that  the  execution 
remains  unsatisfied,  with  the 
sheriff's  return  to  that  effect  at- 
tached.   Head  v.  Daniels   (1888), 

38  Kan.  1. 
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unsatisfied,  at  least  in  part,  or  must  show  that  recovery  of  judg- 
ment was  either  useless  or  impossible.^^  But  proceedings  in  rem 
and  execution  against  the  property  of  the  company,  is  not  suffi- 
cient. Neither  is  a  return  of  nulla  bona  in  a  State  other  than 
that  of  the  company's  origin,  considered  to  exhaust  the  creditor's 
remedy.^^  Statutory  requirement,  that  the  creditor  shall  first 
exhaust  his  remedy  against  the  corporation  before  procedure 
against  the  stockholder,  contemplates  that  judgment  and  execu- 
tion was  obtained  and  issued  within  the  state.^^  Where  the  cor- 
poration is  doing  business  in  two  or  more  counties,  execution 
issued  and  returned  unsatisfied  in  one  county  is  sufficient,^*  and 
is  sufficient  if  that  be  the  county  in  which  the  principal  office  is 
situated.'"*  Judgment  must  be  obtained  in  the  State  where  en- 
forcement is  sought.  Even  a  judgment  in  the  federal  circuit 
court  for  the  district  will  not  suffice. ^°  It  is  sometimes  provided 
by  statute,  as  under  the  General  Manufacturing  Act  of  New  York, 
that  the  creditors  shall  first  obtain  judgment  and  return  of  execu- 
tion against  the  corporation,  wholly  or  partly  unsatisfied,  before 
proceeding  against  the  members  personally  f  and  in  other  States, 


21  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  of  New 
York  V.  Francklyn,  120  U.  S.  707; 
Remington  &  Sons  v.  Samana 
Bay  Co.,  140  Mass.  494,  5  N.  B. 
292;  Ball  v.  Wicks,  45  Neb.  367; 
Freeland  v.  McCullough,  1  Denio 
(N.  Y.)  414,  43  Am.  Dec.  685; 
Craig's  Appeal,  92  Pa.  St.  396; 
Harper  t.  Union  Manuf.  Co.,  100 
111.  225. 

22  Rocky  Mountain  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Bliss  (1882),  89  N.  Y.  338;  Brice 
V.  Munro  (Ontario,  Q.  B.  Div. 
1885),  5  Can.  L.  T.  130;  Dean  v. 
Mace  (1879),  19  Hun,  391;  Patter- 
son V.  Lynde,  112  111.  196. 

23  Boutwell  V.  Townsend,  37 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  205;  Rocky  Moun- 
tain Nat.  Bank  v.  Bliss,  89  N.^Y. 
338;  Dean  v.  Mace,  19  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  391. 

2*  Bagley  v.  Tyler,  43  Mo.  App. 
195;  Maher  v.  Carman,  38  N.  Y.  25. 

25  Ripley  V.  Evans,  87  Mich.  217. 

26  Patterson  v.  Lynde  (1884), 
112  111.  196;  Steere  v.  Hoagland, 
39  111.  264;.McLune  v.  Benceni,  2 
Ired.  Eq.   513.     Contra,   Sickle  v. 


Watts  (1888),  94  Mo.  410,  hold- 
ing that  judgment  and  a  return 
of  execution  unsatisfied  against 
a  corporation  in  another  state  is 
sufficient  basis  for  a  bill  in  a 
Missouri  court  of  equity  to  en- 
force a  stockholder's  liability  to 
corporate  creditors  on  unpaid 
stock.  And  in  Persch  v.  Simmons 
(1889),  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  783,  under 
N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §  1871, 
which  provides  that  when  execu- 
tion has  been  returned  unsatis- 
fied the  creditor  may  maintain  an 
action  against  the  debtor  or  any 
other  person  to  compel  the  dis- 
covery of  property  or  money  due 
the  debtor,  and  to  procure  satis- 
faction of  his  demand,  It  was  held 
that  a  judgment  creditor  of  a  for- 
eign corporation,  after  the  return 
of  execution  unsatisfied,  may  sue 
a  stockholder  indebted  to  the  cor- 
poration for  unpaid  subscription 
for  stock. 

27  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1848,  ch.  40, 
§  24;  Dean  v.  Mace  (1879),  19 
Hun,  391;    Rocky  Mountain  Nat. 


§  592.] 


LIABIHTY   OF    STOCKHOLDEKS. 


865 


that  a  specified  demand  shall  have  been  .made.'*  While,  as  will 
appear  ii;  the  following  section,  there  are  exceptions  to  the  general 
rule  here  laid  down,  and  judgment  against  the  corporation  may, 
in  certain  cases,  be  unnecessary  as  a  pre-requisite  to  instituting 
suit  against  the  shareholder  personally,  it  may,  nevertheless,  be 
necessary  in  the  course  of  the  action  against  the  shareholder, 
to  sho\y  a  judgment  against  the  company  as  evidence  of  the  meas- 
ure of  damages. ^'^ 

§  592.  Exceptions  to  the  foregoing  rule.^In  actions  by 
creditors  to  enforce  the  personal  liability  of  stockholders,  if  it 
be  clearly  shown  that  the  corporation  has  no  property  with  which 
to  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  demands;'"  that  it  is  notoriously  insolv- 


Bank  v.  Bliss  (1882),  89  N.  Y. 
338;  Handy  v.  Draper  (1882),  89 
N.  Y.  334,  reversing  23  Hun,  256;' 
Southworth  &  Jones  on  Manufact- 
uring &  Business  Corporations, 
§§  91,  121;  Taylor  on  Corpora- 
tions, §§  713,  724.  A  provision  In 
the  charter  of  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion that  judgment  against  the 
corporation  must  be  obtained  be- 
fore proceedings  can  tie  instituted 
against  the  shareholders  for  the 
corporate  debts,  makes  such  a 
judgment  an  essential  pre-requi- 
site to  a  suit  In  equity  to  enforce 
the  liability  of  a  shareholder. 
Remington  v.  Samana  Bay  Co. 
(1886),  140  Mass.  494. 

28Haynes  v.  Brown  (1858),  36 
N.  H.  545;  Connecticut  River  Sav- 
ings Bank  v.  Fiske  (1885),  60 
N.  H.  363,  holding  that  the  statu- 
tory requirement  to  make  stock- 
holders liable  personally  that  a 
demand  shall  be  made  on  the  cor- 
poration to  pay  the  debt  or  ex- 
pose property  to  attachment,  was 
met  by  a  demand  by  letter  on  the 
treasurer,  who  told  the  creditors 
he  could  not  pay  the  debt  and  did 
not  expose  any  property. 

29  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Garrets- 
vllle  v.  Greene  (1884),  64  Iowa, 
445.  Of.  Cleveland  v.  Marine 
Bank  (1863),  17  Wis.  545.  Sec- 
tion 25  of  the  New  York  business 
corporations  act  (chapter  611, 
Laws  1875)  Is  identical  with  sec- 
Vol.  11—55 


tion  24,  of  the  act  of  1848,  for 
organizing  manufacturing  corpo- 
rations, which  exempts  stockhold- 
ers from  liability  for  corporate 
debts  in  certain  cases,  except  that 
the  act  of  1875  omits  a  clause  of 
the  earlier,  act  to  the  effect  that 
stockholders  shall  not  be  liable 
"until  an  execution  against  the 
company  shall  have  been  returned 
unsatisfied."  But  It  is  held  that 
an  action  may  be  maintained 
against  a  stockholder  In  a  limited 
liability  company,  organized  un- 
der the  act  of  1875,  for  a  corpo- 
rate debt,  pending  an  action 
against  the  company  and  before 
judgment  therein,  although  sec- 
tion 37  of  the  act  provides  that 
"no  execution  shall  issue  against 
any  stockholder  individually  un- 
til execution  has  been  Issued 
against  the  company  and  re- 
turned unsatisfied."  Walton  v. 
Coe  (1888),  110  N.  Y.  109. 

3*  Garretsville  Bank  v.  Greene, 
64  Iowa,  445  (1885),  where  it  was 
held  that  the  right  of  action  by 
a  corporation  creditor  against  a 
stockholder  to  the  extent  of  the 
unpaid  balance  due  on  his  stock, 
accrues  when  it  Is  clear  that  the 
corporation  has  no  property  from 
which  the  claim  may  be  collected 
and  not  from  the  time  of  recov- 
ery of  judgment  against  the  cor- 
poration. So  In  Knight  v.  Frost 
(1885),  14  Mo.  App.  331,  where  a 


S66 


LIABILITY   OF   STOCKHOLDERS. 


[§  592. 


ent  f'^  that  it  has  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,'^ 
or  has  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt,'"  or  has  been  dissolved,"*  that 
it  has  ceased  to  exercise  its  functions  and  is  without  funds  and 
in  debt,""  it  is  not  necessary  further  to  allege  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  recovered  judgment  against  the  corporation  upon  which  an 
-execution  has  been  returned  unsatisfied."'     In  such  cases,  creditors 


•statute  provided  for  proceedings 
against  stockholders  when  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation  on  which 
to  levy  an  execution  could  not  be 
lound,  it  was  held  that  proceed- 
ings could  be  had  upon  evidence 
that  there  was  no  property  to 
levy  on,  without  waiting  till  the 
return  day  of  the  execution. 

31  Latimer  v.  Citizens'  State 
Bank,  102  Iowa,  162;  Parker  v. 
Carolina,  etc.  Bank,  53  S.  C.  583, 
'69  Am.  St.  Rep.  888;  Guerney  v. 
Moore,  131  Mo.  650;  Salt  Lake, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Tintic  Milling  Co.,  13 
Utah,  423,  45  Pac.  200;  Terry  v. 
Tubman  (1875),  92  IT.  S.  156; 
Flash  V.  Conn  (1883),  109  U.  S. 
371;  Camden  v.  Doremus  (1845), 
3  How.  533;  Reynolds  v.  Douglas 
<1836),  12  Pet.  497;  Kimber  v. 
Bank  of  Fulton,  49  Ga.  419; 
Hodges  V.  Silver  Hill  Mining  Co. 
(1881),  9  Oreg.  200.  Cf.  Toucey 
V.  Bowen  (1855),  1  Biss.  81. 

32  Chamberlain  v.  Brownberg,  83 
Ala.  576. 

33  Moo'sbrugger  v.  Walsh,  89 
Hun  (N.  Y.),  564;  Spence  v. 
Shapard,  57  Ala.  598;  Flash  v. 
Conn,  109  V.  S.  371;  Hirshfeld  v. 
Bopp,  145  N.  Y.  34;  Shellington  v. 
Howland  (1873),  53  N.  Y.  371; 
State  Savings  Assn.  v.  Kellogg,  52 
Mo.  583  (1873);  Dryden  v.  Kel- 
logg (1876),  2  Mo.  App.  87.  Cf. 
Ansonia  Brass  &  Copper  Co.  v. 
New  Lamp  Chimney  Co.  (1873),  53 
N.  Y.  123,  (1875)  91  IT.  S.  656; 
Lovett  V.  Cornwell  (1831),  6 
Wend.  369;  People  v.  Bartlett,  3 
Hill,  570  (1842) ;  Loomis  v.  Tifft 
(1853),  16  Barb.  541;  Walser  v. 
Seligman  (1881),  21  Blatchf.  130. 
Contra,  Birmingham  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Mosser  (1878),  14  Hun,  605. 


34  Terry  v.  Tubman  (1875),  92 
U.  S.  156;  Terry  v.  Anderson,  95 
U.  S.  628,  636  (1887);  Kincaid  v. 
Dwinelle  (1875),  59  N.  Y.  548; 
Patterson  v.  Lynde  (1884),  112 
111.  196;  Kimlber  v.  Bank  of  Ful- 
ton, 49  Ga.  419.  Cf.  McDonnell  v. 
Alabama  Gold  Life  Ins.  Co.,  85 
Ala.  401  (1889),  where  it  is  held 
that  neither  the  constitution  nor 
the  statute  of  Alabama,  relating 
to  the  liability  of  stockholders 
for  the  debts  of  the  corporation, 
limits  the  remedy  to  judgment 
creditors,  and  it  enures  to  all 
creditors  alike,  upon  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  corporation.  Cf.  Hol- 
lingshead  v.  Woodward  (1885), 
35  Hun,  410.  For  the  sake  of  the 
remedy  against  the  stockholders 
and  in  favor  of  creditors,  a  virt- 
ual surrender  of  the  corporate 
rights  and  a  dissolution  of  the 
corporation  may  be  presumed 
from  a  transfer  of  all  the  corpo- 
rate assets,  and  from  other  cir- 
cumstances which  would  not  ordi- 
narily create  a  dissolution  per  se. 
Under  the  Missouri  statute,  cred- 
itors may,  in  such  cases,  bring 
their  suits  against  any  persons 
who  were  stockholders  at  the 
time  of  the  dissolution  of  the  cor- 
poration. Kehlor  v.  Lademann,  11 
Mo.  App.  550  (1883). 

36  penniman  v.  Briggs  (1824),  1 
Hopk.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  343;  Slee  v. 
Bloom  (1822),  19  Johns.  456; 
Bank  of  Poughkeepsie  v.  Ibbotson 
(1840),  24  Wend.  479.  Cf.  Terry 
V.  Anderson  (1877),  95  U.  S.  628; 
Remington  v.  Samana  Bay  Co. 
(1886),  140  Mass.  494. 

86 Morgan  v.  Lewis  (1888),  46 
Ohio  St.  1,  where  it  was  alleged 
that  the  company  was  insolvent; 
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will  not  be  required  to  await  the  collection  of  doubtful  claims  or 
claims  in  litigation.  The  stockholders  must  pay  promptly,  and 
take  upon  themselves  the  onus  of  delay  and  risk,  as  to  all  such 
cases."  Even  where  the  statute  requires  it,  a  suit  to  enforce  a 
statutory  liability,  need  not  be  delayed  until  all  the  corporate  prop- 
erty has  been  applied  to  th_e  payment  of  debts,  if  it  be  clear  that 
such  property  will  be  sufficient  to  pay  everything.^'  And  there 
are  cases  holding  that  the  shareholder's  liability  under  particular 
statutes  is  "unconditional,  original  and  immediate,  not  dependent 
on  the  insufficiency  of  corporate  assets,  and  not  collateral  to  that 
•of  the  corporation,  upon  the  event  of  its  insolvency."'^    Under 


that  it  had  entirely  ceased  to  do 
■business;  and  that  it  had  made 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  having  neither  money, 
credit  nor  materials  with  which 
to  transact  business.  Ace.  Shel- 
lington  V.  Howland  (1873),  53 
TSr.  Y.  371;  State  Savings  Assn.  v. 
TCellogg  (1873),  52  Mo.  583;  Dry- 
den  V.  Kellogg,  2  Mo.  App.  87. 
■€t.  Ansonia  Brass  &  Copper  Co.  v. 
New  Lamp  Chimney  Co.  (1873), 
53  N.  Y.  123,  affirmed  (1875)  91 
U.  S.  656;  Kincaid  v.  Dwinelle,  59 
N.  Y.  548  (1875);  Birmingham 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Mosser  (1878),  14 
Hun,  605;  Hollingshead  v.  Wood- 
ward (1885),  35  Hun,  410;  Paine 
V.  Stewart  (1886),  33  Conn.  516; 
Chamberlain  v.  Huguenot  Manuf. 
■Co.  (1875),  118  Mass.  532.  Laws 
N.  Y.  1875,  ch.  611,  §  25,  exempt- 
ing the  stockholders  of  business 
corporations  organized  under 
that  act  from  liability  in  certain 
cases,  is  identical  with  section  24 
•of  the  act  of  1848,  except  that  it 
omits  the  provision  of  the  act  of 
1848  that  the  stockholders  shall 
not  be  liable  "until  an  execution 
issued  against  the  company  shall 
have  been  returned  unsatisfied." 
Accordingly,  an  action  can  be 
■maintained  against  the  stockhold- 
ers of  a  corporation  organized 
■under  the  act  of  1875,  though  no 
execution  had  been  issued  against 
the  company.  Richards  v.  Beach 
<1889),  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  .574,  12  N.  Y. 


St.  Rep.  136;  and  pending  an  ac- 
tion against  the  corporation,  be- 
fore judgment  therein.  Young  v. 
Brice  (1889),  18  N.  Y.  St.  Rep. 
945,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  123;  Walton  v. 
Coe,  110  N.  Y.  109. 

37  Moses  V.  Ocoee  Bank  (1878), 
1  Lea,  398,  414;  Stark  v.  Burke,  9 
La.  Ann.  341. 

ssMunger  v.  Jacobson  (1881), 
99  111.  349. 

39  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Bradley 
(1881),  105  U.  S.  175,  181,  per  Mat- 
thews, J.,  who  continuing  said: 
"It  is,  in  one  aspect,  a  suretyship 
for  the  corporation,  for  by  sec- 
tion 37  of  the  act,  any  stockholder 
paying  a  debt  of  the  company  for 
which  he  is  personally  liable,  is 
entitled  to  an  action  against  it 
for  indemnity,  in  which  he  may 
take  the  corporate  assets,  but  is 
without  recourse  upon  the  prop- 
erty of  any  other  stockholder. 
The  jurisdiction  in  equity,  then, 
cannot  rest  upon  the  administra- 
tion of  a  trust  fund,  as  in  cases 
where  delinquent  stockholders  are 
charged  with  the  obligation  to 
make  good  their  subscriptions  to 
unpaid  capital  stock,  or  in  those 
where  a  constitutional  or  statu- 
tory liability  is  imposed  beyond 
the  amount  of  the  subscription,  to 
a  fixed  sum,  but  on  each  in  pro- 
portion to  his  share  in  the  capital 
stock."  Perkins  v.  Church  (1859), 
31  Barb.  84;  Southmayd  v.  Russ 
(1819),    3    Conn.    52;     Culver    v. 
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the  New  Hampshire  statute,  it  is  sufficient  to  render  the  stock- 
holders personally  liable,  that  a  demand  be  made  upon  the  corpora- 
tion to  pay  the  debt  or  to  expose  property  to  attachment.*"  In 
Missouri  it  is  held  that  where  judgments  obtained  in  a  foreign 
jurisdiction  against  a  corporation  of  that  jurisdiction,  prove  un- 
availing by  reason  of  the  insolvency  of  the  corporation,  it  is  not 
necessary,  in  a  proceeding  in  a  cOurt  of  equity  in  Missouri  against 
a  holder  of  unpaid  stock,  to  obtain  judgment  of  dissolution  of 
the  corporation,  that  fact  appearing  sufficiently  aliunde.  The 
statute  requiring  judgment  does  not  apply  in  such  a  case.**^  And 
in  South  Carolina  it  has  been  held  that  where  the  charter  of  a 
corporation  made  each  shareholder  liable  to  creditors  for  five  per 
fent.  on  his  stock,  judgment  need  not  be  taken  against  the  cor- 
poration, before  action  brought  to  enforce  the  liability  of  a  share- 
holder.*^ In  California,  before  the  adoption  of  the  present  con- 
stitution, under  a  statute  of  that  State  declaring  each  stockholder 
of  ^  life  insurance  company  individually  liable  for  such  proportion, 
of  its  debts  as  the  amount  of  his  stock  bore  to  the  whole  stock,. 
a  creditor  could  sue  a  stockholder  at  law,  without  first  bringing  an 
action  against  the  company.*' 

§  593.  Liability  of  one  holding  stock  as  trustee. — To  make 
one  answerable  as  a  stockholder  to  creditors  of  a  corporation, 
he  must  be  shown  to  be  a  stockholder  as  between  himself '  and 
the   company.**     If  he  hold  it  merely    as   collateral   security,*^ 

Third   Nat.   Bank    (1871),   64   111.  42  Bird  &  Co.  v.  Calvert  (1884), 

528;    Davidson  v.  Rankin   (1868),  22  S.  C.  292. 

34  Cal.  503;  Young  v.  Rosenbaum  isMdrrow  v.  San  Francisco  Su- 

(1870),  39  Cal.  646;  Witherhead  perior  Court  (1885),  64  Cal.  383. 
V.  Allen  (1867),  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  *«  Union  Savings  Assn.  v.  Selig- 

628;    Morrow    v.    Superior    Court  man,  92  Mo.  635,  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 

(1883),  64  Cal.  383;  Bird  &  Co.  v.  776.     "If  a   person   is  a  member 

Calvert   (1884),  22  S.  C.  292,  297,  of   a   company,   as   between   him- 

saying:    "The    obligation    in    one  self     and     the     company,     then, 

sense  may  possibly  be  termed  col-  whether  he  is  so  by  reason  of  his. 

lateral,   but   we    cannot   see   that  having  become  a  member  by  com- 

in  any  sense  it  is  secondary  and  plying  with  all  requisite  formali- 

enforceable    only    after   judgment  ties,  or  by  reason  of  the  doctrine 

and     a     return     of     nulla     bona  of  estoppel,  he  ought  upon  prin- 

against  the  corporation."  ciple  to  be  deemed  a  member  to 

40  Connecticut     River     Savings  all  intents  and  purposes."     Lind- 

Bank  v.   Piske    (1885),   60  N.   H.  ley    on    Partnership,    12,    quoted. 

363.  with  approval  in  Griswold  v.  Sel- 

4iShickle  V.   "Watts    (1888),   94  igman,  72  iMo.  110,  and  in  tTnion 

Mo.  410.  Savings  Assn.  v.  Seligman,  92  Mo. 


45  Union  Savings  Assn.  v.  Seligman,  92  Mo.  635,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  776- 
Tide  infra,  §  594. 
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or  in  a  representative  capacity,  he  i^  not  to  be  held  personally- 
liable." 

§  594.  Liability  of  pledgee  of  stock  as  collateral  security. — 
Voting  as  a  stockholder  at  an  election,  will  not  estop  one  from 
■showing  in  an  action  against  him  by  the  creditors  of  the  cor- 


•635,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  776,  779.  "The 
cases  cited  in  the  opinion  deliv- 
ered by  this  court,  in  the  case  of 
■Griswold  v.  Seligman,  72  Mo.  110, 
-are  all  cases  in  which  the  facts 
were  such  that  the  persons  sought 
to  be  charged  as  stockholders 
were  held  to  be  stockholders  as 
l)etwixt  themselves  and  the  cor- 
poration. In  many  of  the  cases 
suits  were  instituted  by  the  cor- 
poration against  individuals  al- 
leging that  they  were,  and  seek- 
ing to  charge  them  as,  stockhold- 
ers. In  none  of  these  cases  cited 
in  that  opinion  was  there,  as  in 
this,  a  special  agreement  showing 
exactly  what  relation  the  parties 
alleged  to  be  stockholders  bore  to 
the  corporation.  The  cases  of  Up- 
ton V.  Tribilcock,  91  U.  S.  45; 
•Sanger  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  56;  and 
Webster  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  65,  are 
all  cases  in  which  the  corporation, 
or  its  assignees,  asserted  the  lia- 
■bility  of  the  defendant  as  a  stock- 
Tiolder;  and  no  cases  cited  in  the 
■opinion  delivered  in  Griswold  v. 
Seligman,  72  Mo.  110,  in  which 
one  was  held  liable  as  a  stock- 
iiolder,  at  the  suit  of  a  creditor 
■of  the  corporation,  who  was  not, 
as  between  himself  and  the  cor- 
poration, held  to  be  a  stock- 
liolder."  Union  Savings  Assn.  v. 
Seligman,  92  Mo.  635,  1  Am.  St. 
Hep.  776,  778,  779. 

*6  Where  the  deed  of  settlement 
of  a  company  required  certain 
formalities  before  legatees  should 
becqme  shareholders,  and  the 
name  of  the  husband  of  a  legatee 
was  written  in  pencil  in  the  reg- 
ister of  shareholders,  but  subse- 
quently dividends  were  paid  to 
the  executor,  he  was  put  on  the 
list  of   contributories  in  his   rep- 


resentative character.  In  re  Vale 
of  Neath  Brewery  Co.  v.  Keene's 
Executors'  Case,  3  D.  M.  &  G.  272, 
22  L.  J.  Ch.  365.  A  testatrix,  who  i. 
held  shares  in  a  company,  by  her 
will  gave  her  residuary  estate, 
which  included  them,  to  A.  B., 
whom  she  appointed  executrix. 
The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  com- 
pany provided  that  executory  leg- 
atees should  become  shareholders 
and  receive  dividends  only  upon 
executing  a  deed  making  them- 
selves personally  liable.  A.  B. 
did  not  execute  any  deed.  She  re- 
ceived six  dividends,  for  the  first 
four  of  which  she  signed  receipts 
as  executrix.  The  company,  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  A.  B.,  re- 
turned her  name  to  the  stamp 
office  as  a  shareholder,  and  about 
four  years  after  the  death  of  the 
testatrix  entered  it  on  the  divi- 
dend list  in  lieu  of  that  of  the 
testatrix.  Upon  the  company  be- 
ing wound  up  she  was  made  a  con- 
tributory only  in  her  representa- 
tive character.  In  re  Hereford- 
shire Banking  Co.  ex  parte  Bul- 
mer,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  609,  33  Beav. 
438.  The  deed  of  settlement  pre- 
scribed certain  preliminaries 
which  were  to  be  observed  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  hus- 
band of  a  femaie  shareholder  a 
proprietor  in  the  company,  and  it 
was  held  that  a  husband  who 
had  not  complied  with  these  re- 
quirements was  liable  in  respect 
of  losses  incurred  during  the 
coverture  only.  In  re  Vale  of 
Neath  Brewery  Co.,  ex  parte 
Kluht,  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  210,  19  L.  J. 
Ch.  385;  but  ShelfOrd  (Joint 
Stock  Companies,  123)  questions 
the  authority  of  this  case. 
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poration,  that  he  held  the  stock  merely  as  collateral  security  for 
a  loan.*^  If  one,  in  whose  name  the  stock  stands  on  the  com- 
pany's books,  appears  to  be  the  owner  of  shares  in  a  corporation,, 
this  will  be  taken  as  a  fact  in  favor  of  the  corporate  creditors. 
One  who  takes  stpck  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt,  and  has  the 
stock  transferred  to  him  on  the  corporate  books,  is  liable  to  the 
creditors  as  a  stockholder.**  As  this  liability  is  based  upon 
estoppel,  it  exists  only  when  the  facts  constitute  an  estoppel.** 
A  pledgee  of  shares,  is  not  liable  as  a  stockholder,  if  the  shares 
have  not  been  transferred  to  him,  or  if  the  corporate  books  show 
that  he  holds  the  stock  as  collateral  security.^"  The  liability  of 
trustees,^^  and  of  executors,  is  governed  by  the  same  rule.'^  The 
estate  of  a  deceased  shareholder  is  liable  for  his  proportion  of  the 
corporate  liabilities,  the  same  as  is  any  other  stockholder.^* 
After  judgment  the  liability  may  be  proved  against  the  estate,^* 
but  before  judgment  it  is  a  contingent  claim  and  cannot  be  thus, 
proved.'"  It  has  been  argued  that  there  is  a  distinction  in  this- 
respect  between  the  position  of  one  receiving  stock  in  pledge 
from  a  shareholder,  and  one  who  receives  it  from  the  company  it- 
self as  security  for  money  which  it  has  borrowed;  that  it  is 
against  public  policy  to  permit  a  corporation  to  place  its  unissued 
stock  to  an  amount  sufficient  to  control  the  corporate  aflfairs,  in  the 
hands  of  a  person  who  is  in  no  event  to  incur  any  responsibility 
as  a  stockholder  to  the  creditors  of  the  company;  and  that  there 
should  always  be  some  person  or  estate  to  respond  for  the  stock 
in  the  event  of  corporate  insolvency.^^     The  distinction,  how- 

ii  Union  Savings  Assn.  v.  Selig-  03  Cochran  v.  Wlechers,  119  N. 

man,   92  Mo.   635,  per  Henry,   J.,  Y.   399,  7  L.  R.  A.   553;   Bank  v. 

Sherwood,    J.,    dissenting,    1   Am.  Newport  Steam  Factory,  61  R.  I> 

St.  Rep.  776,  annotated.  154,  75  Am.  Dec.  688. 

48  Pauly  V.  State  Loan,  etc.  Co.,  «*  Nolan  v.  Hazen,  44  Minn.  478, 
165  U.   S.   606;    State  v.  Bank  of  47  N.  W.  155. 

New   England,   70   Minn.   398,    68  bs  Hospes  v.  Northern,  etc.  Co.„ 

Am.  St.  Rep.  538;  National  Bank  48  Minn.  174,  15  L.  R.  A.  470. 

V.  Case,  99  U.  S.  628;  Goodwin  v.  ss  in   a   proceeding  by  a  judg- 

Sleeper,  67  Wis.  577.  ment    creditor    of    a    corporation,. 

49  Wells  V.  Larrahee,  36  Fed.  seeking  to  hold  defendant  liable 
866.  as  a  stockholder,  it  appeared  that 

50  Anderson  v.  Warehouse  Co.,  the  firm  of  which  defendant  was. 
Ill  U.  S.  479;  Pauly  v.  State  a  member  acted  as  the  financial 
Loan,  etc.  Co.,  165  U.  S.  606.  agents    of   the    company    for   the- 

51  Kerr  v.  Urie,  86  Md.  72,  38  purpose  of  negotiating  its  bonds, 
L.  R.  A.  119.  agreeing  to  make  certain  advances 

52  Wells  V.  Larrabee,  36  Fed.  in  cash  to  enable  the  company  to 
866.  complete  its  road,  and  that  in  ac- 
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ever,  has  been  declared  unsound,  and  it  is  held  to  be  immaterial  so 
far  as  the  pledgee's  liability  is  concerned,  whether  the  stock  was 
hypothecated  by  a  shareholder  or  by  the  company  itself."^    A 


cordance  with  a  resolution  of  the 
board  of  directors,  the  majority 
of  the  stock  was  issued  to  them 
to  hold  in  trust  for  a  year.  By 
this  means  the  firm  controlled  the 
management  of  the  company,  and 
continued  to  vote  on  the  stock 
after  the  expiration  of  the  year, 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  liable  and  not  protected 
by  Wag.  Mo.  St.  301,  §  9,  provid- 
ing that  no  executor,  administra- 
tor, guardian,  trustee  or  pledgee 
shall  be  liable  as  stockholder,  but 
that  the  estate  represented  by 
such  person — or  in  case  of  the 
pledgee,  the  pledgor — shall  be  lia- 
ble. Fisher  v.  Seligman,  75  Mo. 
13;  Norton,  J.,  dissenting.  Cf. 
Bray  v.  Seligman,  75  Mo.  31.  "I 
am  still  of  opinion  that  section  9, 
article  11,  Wagner's  Statutes, 
page  301,  is  not  applicable  to  this 
case.  That  section  provides  that 
the  person  holding  stock  as  col- 
lateral security  shall  not  be  liable 
as  a  stockholder,  'but  the  person 
pledging  such  stock  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  holding  the  same,  and 
shall  be  liable  as  a  stockholder 
accordingly.'  This  statute,  I 
think,  clearly  applies  to  stock 
which  has  been  regularly  issued 
by  the  company,  and  which  has 
been  pledged  by  the  holder  there- 
of; for  I  cannot  imagine  that  the 
legislature  ever  contemplated  that 
the  corporation  itself  should  be 
held  'liable  as  a  stockholder'  of 
its  unissued  stock.  Undoubtedly 
if  all  the  stockholders  of  a  corpo- 
ration consent,  the  unissued  stock 
may  be  sold  for  a  nominal  con- 
sideration, or  be  given  away  to 
any  one  they  may  select  as  the 
object  of  their  bounty,  and  the 
person  receiving  such  stock  could 
not  be  made  liable  to  the  corpo- 
ration for  the  full  value  thereof, 
but  such  person  might  neverthe- 


less be  held  liable  by  creditors  of 
the  corporation  for  such  propor- 
tion of  the  value  thereof  as  re- 
mained unpaid.  I  conceive  it  to 
be  against  public  policy  to  permit 
a  corporation  to  put  its  unissued 
stock,  to  an  amount  sufficient  to 
control  the  affairs  of  the  corpora- 
tion, in  the  hands  of  a  person  who 
is  in  no  event  to  incur  any  re- 
sponsibility as  a  stockholder  to 
creditors  by  holding  and  voting 
the  same,  and  thus  managing  and 
controlling  the  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration." Dissenting  opinion  of 
Hough,  C.  J.,  in  Union  Savings 
Assn.  V.  Seligman,  92  Mo.  635,  1 
Am.  St.  Rep.  776,  782,  783. 

57  Burgess  v.  Seligman  (1882), 
107  U.  S.'  20,  where  the  court  de- 
clared that  the  argument  that  the 
exemption  from  liability  in  cases 
of  stock  held  as  collateral  secur- 
ity applies  only  to  those  who  have 
received  it  from  third  persons 
who  were  stockholders,  and  who 
can  be  proceeded  against  as  such, 
to  be  unsound,  and  contrary  both 
to  the  words  and  the  reason  of  the 
law.  "It  takes  for  granted  that 
stock  cannot  be  received  as  col- 
lateral security  from  the  corpora- 
tion itself,  and  still  belong  to  the 
corporation;  and  yet  we  know 
that  such  transactions  are  very 
common  in  the  business  of  this 
country.  .  .  .  The  words  of 
the  statute  (Wag.  Mo.  Stat.  301, 
§  9)  are  positive,  and  relate  to  all 
holders  of  stock  for  collateral  se- 
curity. They  are  as  follows:  'No 
person  holding  stock  in  any  such 
company  as  executor,  administra- 
tor, guardian,  or  trustee,  and  no 
person  holding  such  stocks  as  col- 
lateral security,  shall  be  person- 
ally subject  to  any  liability  as 
stockholder  of  such  company.' 
.  .  .  The  reason  of  this  law  is 
derived   froi^   the   gross   injustice 
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pledgee  of  bank  stock  by  transfer  of  the  bank  books,  is  not  liable 
for  the  bank's  indebtedness  created  after  re-transfer  made  on 
the  books  of  the  pledgor,  after  payment  of  the  loan,  notwith- 
standing pledgee's  failure  to  give  the  statutory  notice  of  re-trans- 
fer."* The  Missouri  statute  recognizes  the  justice  of  making  a 
discrimination  between  those  who  hold  stock  in  their  own  right 
and  those  who  hold  it  merely  in  a  representative  capacity,  or  a? 
t4"ustees,  or  by  way  of  collateral  security.  Under  the  statute 
stotk  may  be  so  held  in  trust  or  as  collateral  security,  withouv 
personal  liability  to  corporate  creditors.  The  reason  of  the  law 
is  derived  from  the  gross  injustice  of  making  a  person  liable  as 
owner  of  stock  when  he  only  holds  it  in  trust,  or  by  way  of 
security."'     Similar  thereto  is  the  Maryland  statute,  from  which 


of  making  a  person  liable  as  the 
owner  of  stock  when  he  only  holds 
it  in  trust  or  by  way  of  security, 
and  from  the  Inexpediency  of  put- 
ting a  clog  upon  this  species  of 
property  which  will  have  the  ef- 
fect of  making  it  unavailable  to 
the  owner,  or  of  deterring  pru- 
dent and  responsible  men  from 
accepting  positions  when  any  such 
property  is  concerned.  It  seems 
to  us  that  not  only  the  law,  but 
the  reason  upon  which  it  is 
founded,  applies  to  the  holders 
of  stock  as  collateral  security, 
whether  received  from  an  individ- 
ual or  from  the  corporation  itself. 
.  .  .  It  is  argued,  however,  that 
the  remaining  words  are  repug- 
nant to  this  view.  They  are  as 
follows:  'But  the  person  pledging 
such  stock  shall  be  considered  as 
holding  the  same,  and  shall  be 
liable  as  a  stockholder  accord- 
ingly; and  the  estates  and  funds 
in  the  hands  of  such  executor,  ad- 
ministrator, guardian  or  trustee 
shall  be  liable  in  like  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent  as  the  tes- 
tator or  intestate,  or  the  ward  or 
person  interested  in  such  fund 
would  have  been  if  he  had  been 
living  and  competent  to  act,  and 
held  the  stock  in  his  own  name.' 
The  argument  is,  that 
these  words  imply  that  there 
must   always   be   some  person   or 


estate  to  respond  for  the  stock,  or 
else  the  exemption  cannot  take 
effect.  .  .  .  The  obvious  answer 
to  this  is,  that  the  clause  fixes  the 
liability  upon  the  pledgor  as  a 
stockholder,  where  there  is  a 
pledgor  who  can  be  made  liable 
in  that  character.  When  the  cor- 
poration, however,  pledges  its  own 
stock  as  collateral  security,  it  can- 
not be  proceeded  against  as  a 
stockholder  eo  nomine,  because  it 
is  primarily  liable,  before  all 
stockholders,  for  all  its  debts.  In 
such  a  case  the  clause  last  quoted 
would  not  strictly  apply  to  it,  but 
the  holder  of  its  stock  as  collat- 
■eral  security  would  be  both  with- 
in the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the 
first  clause.  If  the  stock  had  not 
been  issued  as  collateral  security 
it  would  not  have  been  issued  at 
all;  it  would  not  have  been  in  ex- 
istence. Would  the  creditors  have 
been  any  better  off  in  such  case? 
They  are  better  off  by  the  issue 
of  the  stock  as  collateral,  because 
the  general  assets  of  the  company 
have  received  the  benefits  of  the 
moneys  obtained  by  means  of  the 
J)ledge." 

Bs  Brunswick,  etc.  Co.  v.  Na- 
tional Bank,  etc.  (Md.  1904),  192 
U.    S.    386. 

B9  Burgess  v.  Seligman  (1882). 
107  U.   S.   20. 
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that  of  Missouri  was  copied,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  exception  of 
those  holding  stock  in  trust  or  as  collateral  security.®"  A  similar 
decision  that  the  pledgee  of  stock  transferred  as  collateral  security 
for  a  loan,  is  protected  from  any  liability  as  stockholder,  was 
made  under  a  like  statute  of  New  York.  "It  is  always  competent 
to  show  that  an  assignment  or  conveyance  absolute  in  form  was 
only  intended  as  a  security.  There  is  nothing  in  any  statute 
which  makes  the  books  of  the  company  incontrovertible  evidence 
of  ownership  of  stock.  A  person  may  be  the  absolute  ,legal  and 
equitable  owner  of  stock,  without  any  transfer  appearing  on  the 
books. "''^  Under  such  statute,  stock  may  be  received  as  collateral 
security  from  the  corporation  itself,  and  still  belong  to  the  corpor- 
ation. Its  pledgee  is  entitled  to  the  same  exemption  from  per- 
sonal liability,  which  is  extended  to,  third  persons. °^ 

§  595-  Priority  among  creditors. — The  personal  liability  of 
shareholders  enures  for  the  benefit  of  all ,  the  creditors  alike."* 
The  unpaid  subscription  to  the  capital  stock  being  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  all  the  creditors  of  the 
■corporation  are  entitled  to  share  in  it  ratably."*  A  judgment 
creditor  has  no  priority  over  others,"^  and  can  not  by  motion 
-under  the  statute  against  a  stockholder,  deprive  a  creditor  at 
large  of  the  benefit  of  an  action  begun  against  the  same  stock- 
holder."" Nor  can  one  creditor  gain  any  priority  by  filing  his 
motion  for  execution  against  a  stockholder,  before  the  return 
•day  of  the  execution  against  the  corporation."^  Neither  have 
mortgagees  of  all  the  property  and  effects  of  the  company,  any 
priority  over  unsecured  creditors  in  the  uncalled  balance  due 
from  the  stockholders  upon  their  shares."*     But  in  jurisdictions 

eo  Matthias    v.    Albert,     24    Md.  es  Dean  v.  Biggs  (1881),  25  Hun, 

527.  122;    Hill  V.  Reid,   16  Barb.   280; 

siMacMabon  T.  Macy,  51  N.  Y.  Hurlbert  v.  Root,  12  How.  Pr.  511; 

155.  ,  Hurbert  v.  Carter,  21  Barb.  221; 

62 Burgess  v.    Seligman    (1882),  New   Jersey   Midland   Ry.    Co.    v. 

107    U.    S.    20.  Strait,    35    N.    J.    322; -Miller    v. 

63  McDonnell    v.   Alabama   Gold  Maloney,   3  B.  Men.   105;    Hill   v. 

Life  Ins.  Co.   (1889),  35  Ala.  401.  Rogers,    50   Mich.    294;    Pickering 

eiWetherbee    v.    Baker    (1882),  v.  Ilfracombe  Ry.  Co.,  37  L.  J.  B. 

35   N.    J.   Bq.   501.  P.  118;  King  v.  Marshall,  33  Beav. 

66  McDonnell   v.   Alabama    Gold  565;    Lishman's   Claim,    23   L.   T. 

l.ife  Ins.  Co.   (1889),  85  Ala.  401.  Rep.  N.  S.  759;  Downie  v.  Hoover, 

66  Donnelly    v.   Mulhall    (1884),  12   Wis.    174;    78    Am.   Dec.    730; 

12  Mo.  App.  139.  Ex   parte    Stanley,    33    L.    J.    Ch. 

6T  Marks    v.    Hardy    (1886),    86  535.     Cf.  Morris  v.  Cheney,  51  111. 

Mo.   232.  451. 
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where  creditors  may  bring  separate  actions  against  individual 
shareholders  to  enforce  their  statutory  liability,  priority  with 
respect  to  the  shareholder  sued,  may  be  acquired  by  the  creditor 
who  first  institutes  proceedings,^'  and  he  cannot  be  defeated  by 
the  stockholder's  paying  the  claims  of  other  creditors  to  the  extent 
of  his  liability,^"  whether  the  latter  are  resident,  or  non-residentJ* 
§  596.  Contribution  among  shareholders. — Shareholders 
who  have  been  required  to  pay  to  creditors  of  the  company  more 
than  their  pro  rata  of  the  corporate  indebtedness,  are  entitled  ta 
contribution  from  the  other  shareholders,  and  may  recover  from 
them  either  by  a  bill  in  equity  filed  for  that  purpose,''^  or  by  a 


S9  See  note  to  Thompson  v.  Reno 
Savings  Bank,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  869 ; 
Cole  V.  Butler,  43  Me.  401;  Ingalls 
V.  Cole,  47  Me.  530,  541;  Jones  v. 
Weltberger,  52  Ga.  575;  Lowry  v. 
Parsons,  52  Ga.  356;  Thebus  v. 
Smiley,  110  111.  316.  But  in  Chica- 
go V.  Hall  (1883),  103  111.  342, 
■where  certain  creditors  of  a  bank 
Instituted  suits  at  law  against 
stockholders  on  their  liability,  it 
■was  held  that  the  mere  institution 
of  such  suits  gave  to  the  plaintiffs 
therein  no  prior  lien  on  funds 
■which  came  after'wards  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  court,  although  the 
reason  ■why  judgments  -were  not  re- 
covered ■was  that  the  plaintiffs 
■were  enjoined  from  prosecuting 
their  suits  to  judgment. 

70  Thebus  v.  Smiley,  110  111.  316. 
Lo^wry  v.  Parsons,  52  Ga.  356;  In- 
galls V.  Cole,  47  Me.  530. 

71  Allen  V.  Fairbanks,  40  Fed. 
188,  45  Fed.  445;  O'Reilly  v.  Bard, 
105  Pa.  St.  569;  Bennison  v.  Mc- 
Connell,  56  Neb.  46,  76  N.  W.  412; 
Coleman  v.  Ho^we,  154  111.  458,  45 
Am.  St.  Rep.  133;  Singer  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 183  111.  606,  75  Am.  St.  Rep. 
133. 

72  Thompson  v.  Meisser  (1884), 
108  111.  359;  9  Brad'w.  368;  Matchez 
V.  Neiding,  72  N.  Y.  100;  Garrison 
V.  Howe,  17  N.  Y.  458,  463;  Stover 
V.  Flack  (1864),  30  N.  Y.  64;  As- 
pinwall  V.  Sacchi,  57  N.  Y.  331;  As- 
pinwall  V.  Torrance  (1870),  1 
Lans.  381;  Slee  v.  Bloom  (1822), 
19  Johns.  456;  Marsh  v.  Burroughs 


(1871),  1  Woods,  463;  Holmes  v. 
Sherwood  (1881),  3  McCrary,  405; 
Wincock  v.  Turpin  (1880),  96  IlL 
135;  Polk  V.  Reynolds,  54  Ind.  449; 
Ward  V.  Polk,  70  Ind.  309;  O'Reilly 
V.  Bard  (1884),  105  Pa.  St.  569, 
holding  that  a  stockholder  whO' 
pays  a  judgment  against  the  cor- 
poration, as  provided  by  the  Penn- 
sylvania Act  of  April  7,  1849,  and 
its  supplements,  is  entitled  to  take 
an  assignment  of  the  judgment  and 
to  enforce  execution  against  stock- 
holders who  were  parties  defend- 
ant in  the  action;  but  that  he  can 
not  bring  assumpsit  against  stock- 
holders not  parties  to  enforce  con- 
tribution; Millandon  v.  New  Or- 
leans R.,  etc.  Co.  (1843),  3  Rob. 
(La,.)  488;  Judson  v.  Rossie  Ga- 
lena Co.,  9  Paige,  598,  603;  38  Am. 
Dec.  569;  Farrow  v.  Bivings 
(1866),  13  Rich.  Eq.  25;  Matthews 
V.  Albert  (1866),  z4  Md.  527;  Per- 
kins v.  Sanders,  56  Miss.  733;  Stew- 
art V.  Lay  (1877),  45  Iowa,  604; 
Hadley  V.  Russel  (1860),  40  N.  H. 
109;  Erickson  v.  Nesmith  (1886), 
46  N.  H.  371;  Masters  v.  Rossie 
Lead  Mining  Co.  (1845),  2  Sandf. 
Ch.  301;  Beers  v.  Waterbury,  8 
Bosw.  396;  Middletown  Bank  v. 
Magill  (1823),  5  Conn.  28,  61: 
Brinham  v.  Wellersburg  Coal  Co. 
(1864),  47  Pa.  St.  43;  Clark  v. 
Meyers,  11  Bosw.  396;  Singer  v. 
Hutchinson,  183  111.  606,  75  Am. 
St.  Rep.  133;  Fiery  v.  Bmmert,  36 
Md.  464. 
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cross-bill  in  the  creditors'  suit  itself/^  The  right  to  contribution 
may  be  enforced  against  the  estate  of  a  decedent  stockholder,  as 
his  liability  survives^*  The  liability  of  stockholders  is  several 
and  not  joint.  Each  is  Hable  for  -the  balance  due  on  his  own- 
stock,  as  far  as  is  required  to  satisfy  claims  of  corporate  cred- 
itors.'^" His  liability  is  independent  of  that  of  any  other  stock- 
holder, and  whether  or  not  one  or  all  of  them  are  insolvent;'* 
and  he  may  be  proceeded  against,  in  equity,  without  making 
party  to  the  suit,  any  other  stockhorder  who  is  also  liable.''  The 
question  of  contribution  seldom  arises,  under  a  statute  making- 
each  stockholder  liable  severally  for  his  proportionate  share  of 
the  debt;  more  than  this,  the  corporate  creditors  cannot  recover 
from  him,  whether  or  not  they  recover  anything  from  any  other- 
stockholder.  When  he  has  so  paid  his  proportion  of  the  debt^ 
he  can  claim  no  contribution  from  any  other  stockholder.'* 

Voluntary  payment.  Subrogation. — If  one  stockholder  volun- 
tarily pays  a  corporate  debt,  for  which  all  the  others  are  individ- 
ually liable,  he  cannot  enforce  them  to  any  contribution,"*  nor  can- 
he  take  assignment  of  the  creditors'  claim  so  paid,  and  share  pro' 
rata  with  other  creditors,  in  distribution  of  the  assets  of  an  insolv- 
ent corporation.*"  Contribution  may  be  enforced  as  wpll  where 
the  amount  paid  was  in  discharge  of  a  statutory  liability,  as  where 
it  was  upon  the  balance  due  for  the  unpaid  subscription.*^  And 
in  suits  for  contribution  brought  within  the  State,  it  is  immaterial' 
■whether  the  statutory  liability  be  contractual  or  penal.*^     But 

73 Coleman  v.  How,  154  111.  458,  111.  350;. Singer  v.  Hutchinson,  SS 

45   Am.    St.    Rep.    133;    Hatch   v.  111.  606,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  133. 

Dana,   101  IT.   S.   205;    Holmes  v.  76  Haslett  v.  Witherspoon  (S.  C.) 

Sher-wood  (1881),  3  McCrary,  405;  1  Strob  Bq.  209. 

Wood  V.  Dummer,  3  Mason,  307;  77  Siegel  v.  Andre-v?s  &  Co.,  181 

Marsh  v.  Burroughs,  1  "Woods,  463;  111.  350. 

Masters  v.  Rossie  Lead  Mining  Co.  7s  Savage  v.  Miller,  56  N.  J.  Bq. 

(1845),  2  Sandf.  Ch.  301;   Hodges  432;  Rickerson,  etc.  Co.  v.  Farrell, 

V.  Silver  Hill  Mining  Co.   (1881),  etc.  Co.,  23  C.  C.  A.  302,  75  Fed. 

9  Oregon,  200;   Hadley  v.  Russell  554. 

(1860),  40  N.  H.   109;   Umsted  v.  79  Mueller  v.  Monongahela,   etc. 

Buskirk   (1866),  17  Ohio  St.  113.  Co.,  183  Va,.  St.  450. 

See  also  Ne-w  York  Code  of  Civil  soMallory  v.  Kirkpatrick,  54  N> 

Procedure,    §§1791,    1794.  Of.  An-  J.  Eq.  50;  Mayor  v.  Hodge,  etc.  Co,., 

drews    v.    Collender     (1883),     13  78  111.  App.  556. 

Pick.  484.;   Gray  v.  Coffin   (1852),  ai  American  Pile  Co.  v.  Garrett^ 

9  Cush.  192;  Sutton's  Case  (1850),  110  IT.  S.  288;  Garrett  v.  Sayles,  L 

3  De  G.  &  Sm.  262.  Fed.    Rep.    375,     and    cases    cited 

7*  Allen  v.  Fairbanks,    40    Fed.  supra,  notes  72  and  73. 

188.  82  Sayles  v.  Bro-wn     (1889),    40 

75  Siegel  V.  Andrews  &  Co.,  181  Fed.  Rep.  8;  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  2. 

Cf.  Flash  V.  Conn,  109  U.  S.  371. 
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non-resident  shareholders  can  not  be  called  upon  to  contribute  on 
the  ground  of  having  been  relieved  of  a  common  burden,  when 
the  liability  discharged  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  statutes 
of  that  character  having  no  extra-territorial  effect.^'  In  fixing 
the  liability  of  a  defendant  stockholder  in  an  action  or  contribu- 
tion, by  a  stockholder  of  an  insolvent  corporation,  the  computa- 
tion should  be  made  only  between  solvent  resident  stockholders.** 
§  597.  Effect  of  increase  or  reduction  of  the  capital  stock. — 
A  reduction  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  company,  does  not  relieve  the 
shareholders  from  liability  to  prior  corporate  creditors,  whether 
the  reduction  be  made  by  decreasing  the  par  value  of  the  shares, 
or  by  a  dimunition  of  their  number.*^  Credit  extended  to  a  cor- 
poration after  a  reduction,  however,  is  presumed  to  have  been 
given  upon  the  faith  of  the  capital  so  reduced.^*  A  statute  im- 
posing a  liability  upon  shareholders  to  an  amount  equal  to  their 
stock,  over  and  above  what  they  owe  upon  their  subscriptions, 
until  the  whole  amount  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  S;hall 
liave  been  paid  in,  applies  as  well  to  cases  where  the  capital  stock 
has  been  increased  as  where  it  is  the  original  capital  that  remains 
unpaid.*^  But  where  the  original  capital  is  fully  paid  in  and  the 
•certificate  recorded,  the  liability  is  ended  thus  far,  and  is  not  re- 
vived as  to  stockholders  to  the  original  stock  by  reason  of  de- 
linquency on  the  part  of  holders  of  the  increased  stoclc.**     The 

83  Sayles  v.  Brown  (1889),  40  tors  generally,  from  assets  realized 
Ped.  Rep.  8;  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  upon  ■without  calling  on  the  stock- 
■2.     Vide  infra,  §  150.  holders.     It  was   held  that  as  to 

84  Merrill  v.  Preseott,  74  Pac.  259  debts  contracted  before  the  reduc- 
(Kan.  1903).  tion   of  the    capital   stock,-   those 

85  In  re  State  Ins.  Co.  (1883),  11  who  were  stockholders  at  that  time 
Biss.  301,  14  Fed.  Rep.  28;  N.  Y.  were  liable  beyond  the  amount  of 
X.aws  of  1878,  ch.  264,  §  1;  Dane  their  twenty-four  per  cent,  pay- 
V.  Young  (1872),  61  Me.  160;  Bed-  ment;  while  as  to  debts  afterwards 
ford  R.  Co.  V.  Bowser,  48  Pa.  St.  29.  contracted,  those  stockholders  were 

86  Cooper  V.  Frederick,  9  Ala.  to  be  considered  as  having  paid  up 
742;  Palfrey  v.  Paulding,  7  La.  their  subscriptions,  but  that  they 
Ann.  363;  Hepburn  v.  Exchange,  should  take  no  benefit  from  the 
etc.  Co.,  4  La.  Ann.  87.  In  the  forty  per  cent,  payment  by  the 
case  of  In  re  State  Ins.  Co.  (1883),  assignee,  as  this  should  have  been 
14  Fed.  Rep.  28,  it  appeared  that  made  primarily  to  creditors  who 
the  corporation  reduced  its  capital  could  not  resort  to  the  liabUity  of 
stock,   of   which    twenty-four  per  the  stockholders. 

cent,  only  had  been  paid  in,  and  st  Chubb  v.  Upton  (1877),  95  U. 

issued   paid   up   certificates  based  S.  665;  Veeder  v.  Mudgett  (1884), 

-upon    the  new    valuation.    After-  95  N.  Y.   295;    Delano    v.    Butler 

^ards     the     corporation     became  (1886),  118  U.  S.  634. 

bankrupt  and  the  assignee  paid  a  ss  Veeder  v.  Mudgett,  95  N.  Y. 

forty  per  cent,  dividend  to  credi-  295;  Ruger,  C.  J.,  and  Andrews,  J., 
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takers  of  the  new  stock  can  not  avoid  liability  by  pleading  that 
the  whole  amount  of  the  increase  has  not  been  subscribed  for,  as 
one  may  do  in  case  of  a  subscription  to  the  original  stock.** 
Technical  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  contract  of  subscrip- 
tion, are  regarded  in  such  cases  unfavorably.""  It  is  idle  to  deny 
that  the  company  has  taken  the  measures  required  by  law  to 
complete  its  increase  of  capital,  where  the  holder  of  the  shares 
by  receiving  his  certificates  and  entering  into  engagements  with 
the  company,  waived  the  right  to  object  to  any  such  irregularity."*- 
If  it  be  conceded  that  its  increased  stock  was  but  de  facto,  and 
that  it  could  have  been  annulled  or  suppressed  by  the  attorney- 
general,  the  defendant  derives  no  aid  from  the  admission.     He 


dissenting.  See  also  Sayles  v. 
Brown  (1889),  40  Fed.  Rep.  8;  7 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  2,  construing  R. 
I.  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  128,  §  1,  which  is 
sinjilar  to  the  New  York  Act  of 
1848,  the  court  saying:  "The  filing 
of  the  certificate  in  the  township 
of  North  Providence  on  July  IB, 
1864,  ended  the  contractual  indiv- 
idual liability  of  the  stockholders 
Tinder  the  first  section  of  the  law 
as  to  the  debts  thereafter  contract- 
ed; and  one  question  in  this  case 
is  whether  as  to  those  who  never 
took  the  new  stock  their  individual 
liability  was  revived  by  the  issu- 
ing of  the  new  stock,  supposing  its 
issue  to  have  been  valid,  and  as  to 
which  no  certificate  was  or  could 
be  filed.  In  construing  a  statute 
so  harsh  and  so  destructive  of  the 
very  purposes  of  incorporation,  it 
does  not  seem  to  us  we  should,  if 
avoidable,  give  it  a  construction 
which  would  put  it  in  the  power  of 
those  holding  a  majority  of  the 
stock,  many  of  them,  perhaps,  as 
was  the  fact  in  this  case,  them- 
selves personally  responsible  by  in- 
dorsement and  otherwise  for  the 
bulk  of  the  company's  large  indebt- 
edness, by  voting  an  increase  of 
capital  by  th^  issue  of  partially 
paid  up  stock,  to  impose  a  ruinous 
burden  upon  stockholders  whose 
individual  liability  had  once 
ended.  The  reasoning  of  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 


York  in  Veeder  v.  Mudgett,  95  N. 
Y.  295,  is  to  us  very  convincing, 
and  the  judgment  of  that  court 
upon  a  similar  statute,  but  under 
which  the  stockholders  could  only 
be  held  to  an  amount  equal  to  the 
par  value  of  each  one's  stock,  was 
that  holders  of  the  original  stock 
were  not  liable,  and  that  the  lia- 
bility rested  solely  upon  the  hold- 
ers of  the  new  stock,  and  only  to 
the  extent  of  thfeir  holdings  of  that 
new  stock." 

SB  Nutter  V.  Lexington,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  6  Gray,  85;  Clarke  v.  Thomas, 
34  Ohio  St.  46.  Gf.  Beach  on  Rail- 
ways, §§  105, 106, 107;  Belton  Com- 
press Co.  V.  Sanders,  70  Tex.  699. 

80  Kansas  City  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Hunt,  57  Mo.  126. 

91  Pullman  v.  Upton,  96  U.  S. 
329;  Chubb  v.  Upton  (1887),  95 
U.  S.  665,  668;  Veeder  v.  Mudgett, 
95  k.  Y.  295;  Sheldon,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Eickemeyer,  etc.  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  607, 
612;  Kent  v.  Quicksilver  Mining 
Co.,  78  N.  Y.  159,  187;  Aspinwall 
V.  Sacchi,  57  N.  Y.  321;  Buffalo, 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Cary,  26  N.  Y.  75; 
Baton  V.  Aspinwall,  19  N.  Y.  119; 
Upton  V.  Jackson,  1  Flip.  413 ;  In  re 
Miller's  Dale  Co.,  31  Ch.  Div.  211. 
Cf.  Morawetz  on  Corporations,  (2d 
ed.),  §§  761,  767;  Thompson  bn 
Liability  of  Stockholders,  §§  160 
et  seq.,  407  et  seq.  But  see  1  Lind- 
ley  on  Partnership,  (4th  ed.),  134; 
and  2  IMd.  1349. 
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must  perform  the  engagements  he  has  made.°^  In  case  of  author- 
ized increase  of  the  capital  stock,  and  of  simple  irregularities  in 
its  issue,  any  holder  of  new  shares  is  estopped  to  deny  their  valid- 
ity, as  against  a  corporate  creditor  who  became  such  in  reliance 
upon  their  validity,'^  unless  such  creditor,  as  corporate  manager 
and  stockholder,  participated  in  such  increase.^*  If  a  corporation 
reduces  the  capital  stock,  and  attempts  to  retire  shares  by  pur- 
chase and  payment  for  them  out  of  corporate  assets,  or  other- 
"wise,  it  cannot,  as  against  existing  creditors,  release  the  sub- 
scribers from  liability  thereon  for  amount  of  the  unpaid  subscrip- 
•tions.°°  Persons  who  become  creditors,  affer  authorized  reduc- 
tion of  the  capital  stock  and  filing  of  required  certificate  and 
notice,  cannot  collect  their  debts  out  of  substriptions  to  the  cap- 
ital stock.'®  Under  a  statute  prohibiting  the  payment  of  any 
part  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  to  a  stockholder,  he  is 
liable  to  an  action  by  the  receiver  to  recover  the  proceeds  of 
stock  sold  by  him  to  the  company,  in  attempt  to  cancel  and  retire 
it,  and  to  reduce  its  capital  stock,  the  corporation  being  insolvent 
at  the  time.'' 

§  598.  Partnership  liability  of  stockholders  in  case  of  un- 
authorized or  defective  incorporation.*' — By  the  weight  of 
-authority,  the  rule  in  de  facto  corporations,  is  that  the  stockholders 
are  not  liable  as  partners  in  case  of  mistakes,  omissions  and  ir- 
regularities in  incorporation,  where  they  have  in  good  faith  under- 
taken to  incorporate  under  a  valid  law,  authorizing  incorporation 
for  the  purposes  declared  and  pursued  by  the  company."    The 

82  Pullman   v.   Upton,   96  XT.   S.  98  Tide    supra,    Chaptbe    VIII, 

329;  Chubb  v.  Upton,  95  U.  S.  665,  Pabtneeship    Liabilitt,    and    see 

-668;  In  re  Reciprocity  Bank,  22  N.  17  L.  R.  A.   549. 

Y.    9;    Kansas   City  Hotel   Co.   v.  99  Doty  v.  Patterson  (1900),  155 

Harris,  51  Mo.  464.  Ind.   60;    First  National   Bank  v. 

93Handley  v.  Stutz,    139    U.  S.  Dovetail,  etc.  Co.  (1896),  143  Ind. 

417;    Peck  v.   Elliott,    (C.  C.  A.)  534;  Whitney  v.  Wymann   (1879), 

•79  Fed.  10;  Pullman  v.  Upton,  96  101  U.  S.  392;  Welch  v.  Importers 

U.  S.  328.  Bank  (1890),  122  N.  Y.  177;  Reln- 

»*  Sayles  v.  Brown,  40  Fed.  8.  hard  v.  Virginia,  etc.  Co.   (1891), 

9Blji  re  Telegraph  Construction  107  Md.  616,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  441; 

Co.  L.  R.  10  Bq.  384;   Bedford  R.  Halsted  v.  Coleman  (1891),  143  Pa. 

■Co.  V.  Bowser,  48  Pa.  St.  29;  Inre  St.  352;  Pierce  v.  Hocke  (1892),  1 

St.  Ins.  Co.,  14  Fed.  28;  Dane  v.  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  517;  Owensboro,  etc. 

Young,  61  Me.  160.  Co.   v.   Bliss    (Ala.   1901),   31   So. 

96Gade  v.  Forest,  etc.  Co.,  165  81;    Cory  v.  Lee    (1891),   93  Ala. 

111.  367.  468,  8  So.  694;   Kleckner  v.  Turk 

97Tait  V.  Pigott   (Wash.  1903),  (1895),  45  Neb.  176,  63  N.  W.  469; 

73  Pac.  365.  Nebraska  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ferguson 
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mere  assumption  of  corporate  powers,  without*  attempt  to  comply 
with  the  substantial  requirements  of  the  statute,  will  render  the 
corporators  liable.^  The  stockholders  of  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion, though  its  charter  is  not  annulled,  are  liable  as  partners  to 
a  creditol-  of  the  corporation  who  contracted  with  the  corporation 
relying  upon  its  solvency,  whereas  the  stock  had  never  been  paid 
for.^  The  fact  that  the  corporation  is  engaged  in  business  it  is 
unauthorized  to  engage  in,  will  not  make  the  stockholders  liable 
as  partners  for  torts  committed  by  its  servants,  or  agents,  in  the 
prosecution  of  such  business.'  The  sale  of  stock  in  an  unin- 
corporated company,  both  parties  believing  it  is  incorporated,  and 
without  knowledge  or  belief  that  a  partnership  would  be  thereby 
created  but,  who  upon  discovery  that  the  company  was  not  in- 
corporated, demanded  a  rescission  of  the  sale  and  return  of  the 
price  paid,  does  not  render  them  liable  as  partners.* 

Estoppel. — One  who  contracts  with  a  de  facto  corporation  is 
estopped  to  deny  its  legal  existence,  and  from  holding  the  incor- 
porators liable  as  partners  on  the  contract.^  A  promoter  and 
organizer  of  a  corporation  is  estopped  to  deny  its  legal  existence, 
and  to  set  up  that  it  is  a  partnership."  Creditors  who  are  in- 
corporators are  estopped  to  enforce  personal  liability  upon  the 
stockholders,  for  informdities  in  incorporation.'  The  corpora- 
tion can  not  set  up  its  defective  corporation  as  defense  to  its  lia- 

(1896),   49   Neb.   109,   59   Am.   St.  1903),   126   Fed.   1007,    (U.   S.,   C. 

Rep.   522;    Hogue  v.   Capital  Nat.  C.  A.)' 

Bank  (1896),  47  Neb.  929;  Carpen-  *  Bolton    v.  Prather    (Tex.  Civ. 

ter  V.   Frazer    (1891),    102   Tenn.  App.  1904),  80  S.  "W.  666. 


462,    52    S.   W.    858;    Pinnegan   v.  6  Tennessee,   etc.  Co.  v. 

Noerenberg  (1893),  52  Minn.  239;  (Tenn.  1899),  56  S.  W.  35;   Clau- 

Demarest  v.  Flack   (1891),  128  N.  sen  v.  Head  (1901),  110  Wis.  405; 

Y.  205;   Young,  etc.  Co.  v.  Young,  Cole  v.  Great  Bend,  etc.  Co.  (Kan. 

etc.  Co.  (1896),  72  Fed.  62;  "Wilson  1898),  54  Pac.  920;  American,  etc. 

€otton  Mills  v.    Randleman,    etc.  Co.   v.   Bulkey    (1895),   107   Mich. 

Mills   (1894),  115  N.  C.  475;  Lan-  447;  Gon  v.  Colin,  etc.  Co.  (1896), 

caster     v.    Amsterdam,     etc.    Co.  109  Mich.  45;   Richards  v.  Minne- 

(1894),  140  N.  Y.  576.  sota  Sav.  Bank   (1899),  75  Minn. 

1  Owen  V.  Shepard  (1894),  59  196;  Building,  etc.  Association  v. 
Fed.  Rep.  746;  Forbes  v.  "Whit-  Chamberlain  (1893),  4  S.  D.  271; 
temore  (1896),  62  Ark.  229,  35  Cunningham  v.  City  of  Cleveland 
S.  "W.  223;   McLennan  v.  Hopkins  (1899),  98  Fed.  657. 

(1895),  2  Ka;n.  App.  260;    Queen,  e  Anderson  v.  Thompson  (1899), 

etc.  Co.  v.   Crawford    (1895),  127  51  La.  Ann.   727. 

Mo.   356;    In  re  Bro'wne,   etc.   Co.  7  Allegheny  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bailey 

(1901),   106    La.    486.  (1892),  147  Pa.  St.  Ill;  Seaton  v. 

2  Hyatt  v.  Van  Riper  (Mo.  App.  Grimm  (1899),  110  Iowa  145,  81 
1904),   78   S.  "W.   1043.  N.    "W.     225;     Marsh   v.   Matthias 

s  Mandeville  V.  Courtwright  (Pa.  (1899),  19  Utah  350,  56  Pac.  1074. 
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bility,  although  it  be  a  foreign  corporation.'  Failure  to  record 
the  articles  of  incorporation  is  ground  for  liability,'  as  also  i& 
failure  to  publish  the  articles  as  required  by  statute;^"  or  failure 
to  file  a  copy  of  the  constitution  of  a  society  as  required  by  stat- 
ute, although  the  articles  of  incorporation  are  filed.^^  Where 
partners  incorporate  their  business  and  it  becomes  insolvent,  they 
will  not  be  allowed  to  escape  personal  liability  as  partners.^*  One 
becoming  a  member  or  stockholder  can  not  be  held  to  partner- 
ship liability  upon  a  debt  contracted  prior  to  his  becoming  a 
stockholder.^^  If  the  business  undertaken  by  the  corporation  is 
not  specified  among  the  purposes  authorized  by  the  general  in- 
corporation law,  the  members  of  the  company  which  undertakes 
any  other  business  are  liable  upon  a  contract  as  partners. 

Illustrations  of  unauthorized  incorporation.^* — Thus,  a  bank 
cannot  incorporate  under  a  statute  which  does  not  provide  for 
banking.*  A  trust  company  cannot  incorporate  under  authority 
to  incorporate  a  bank.^°  A  corporation,  organized  to  deal  in 
railroad  stocks,  bonds,  and  to  buy  and  sell,  and  operate  railroads 
is  void,  where  the  incorporation  act  does  not  provide  for  incor- 
poration of  banks  or  railroads.^^  Rifle  clubs  cannot  incorporate 
under  statute  for  "literary,  scientific  and  charitable  purposes.''^* 
A  laundry  business  is  not  a  mechanical  pursuit.^"  A  corporation 
to  deal  in  bonds,  is  not  authorized  under  authority  for  mercantile 
pursuits.^"  Where  corporations  are  authorized  "for  any  legal 
purpose,"  "or  other  lawful  business,"  a  corporation  may  be  or- 
ganized to  buy  and  sell  lands  or  stocks,''^  or  to  engage  in  log 

8  Liter  v.  Ozokerite  Mining  Co.  is  Fuller  v.  Rowe  (1874),  57  N. 
(1891),  7  Utah  487    27  Pac.  690.  Y.  23. 

9  New  York,  etc.  Bank  v.  Crowell  i*  Vide  supra.  Chapteb  VIII. 
(1896),  177  Pa.  St.  313;  Guckert  v.  PAETNEESHrp    Liabilitt. 

Hacke  (1893),  159  Pa.  St.  303;  In  i5  Davis  v.  Stevens   (1900),  104 

re   Gibbs   Estate    (1893),    157   Pa.  Fed.  235. 

St.  59.  "State  v.  Reid  (1894),  125  Mo. 

10  Berkson  v.  Anderson    (Iowa,  43. 

1901),    87   N.   W.    402;    Seaton   v.  "  Clarke  v.  Central R.R.  (1892), 

Grinom,  110  Iowa,  145;    Porter  v.  50  Fed.  338,  (1894)  62  Fed.  328. 

Sherman,  etc.  Co.  (1890),  36  Neb.  isVredenberg  v.  Behan   (1881), 

271,  54  N.  W.  474;  Loverin  v.  Me-  33  La.  Ann.  627. 

Laughlin  (1896),  161  111.  417;  Ed-  i»7n   re  Fuller  Co.    (1900),  79 

wards  v.  Armour,  etc.  Co.  (1901),  Minn.  414. 

190  111.  407.  29  Indiana,     etc.     Co.    v.    Ogle 

"Bergeron    v.    Hobbs     (1897),  (1900),  22  Ind.  App.  593. 

96  Wis.   641;     Kruse  v.   Humpert  21  Market    St.    Ry.    v.    Hellman 

(Ky.  1899),  53  S.  W.  657.  (1895),  109  Cal.  571. 

12  Samuel,  etc.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  etc. 
,(1898),  51  La.  Ann.  64. 
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booming,^*  or  to  guarantee  the  bonds  of  an  educational  institu- 
tion."^ A  corporation  may  be  organized  for  metal  working  under 
an  act  for  "trade  and  commerce.""*  A  corporation  to  deal  in 
real  estate  is  one  for  "profit."""  A  corporation  may  sell  liquor, 
though  the  incorporation  for  manufacturing  liquor  is  prohibited."' 
Where  the  act  authorizes  incorporation  of  railroad  companies  for 
carriage  of  freight  and  passengers,  a  company  can  not  be  or- 
ganized to  carry  passengers  only."^  In  Mississippi  a  corporation 
cannot  be  organized  to  deal  in  the  stock  of  other  corporations."' 
"Mercantile"  business  -is  authorized  under  a  statute  providing 
for  "industrial  business."""  Though  the  charter  includes  purposes 
unauthorized,  it  is  not  void  if  other  purposes  are  included,  which 
are  authorized  by  the  statute.'"  Under  authority  to  incorporate 
for  purpose  other  than  profit,  a  cemetery  company  selling  lots, 
must  invest  the  proceeds  of  sale  to  improve  the  property.'"^ 
Under  statute  authorizing  incorporation  for  "trade,"  the  corpora- 
tion may  engage  in  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  land.'" 

Liability  for  illegal  incorporation. — The  charter  is  no  protection 
against  partnership  liability,  if  the  business  undertaken  is  in  it- 
self illegal,  as  for  bookmaking,  or  gambling  on  races,  although 
the  statute  may  regulate  race-tracks.''  And  where  the  business  is 
grain  gambling,  the  corporation  is  no  protection  against  the  lia- 
bility for  money  obtained  from  a  customer.'*  If  the  general 
incorporation  act  is  unconstitutional,  any  company  attempting  in- 
corporation under  it,  is  only  a  partnership,  and  the  members  are 
liable  as  partners. '°  All  persons  .acting  as  agents  for  a  corpora- 
tion that  does  not  legally  exist,  are  personally  liable  as  partners.'" 

22  Lindsley,  etp.  Co.  v.  Mullen  so  Tennessee,  etc.  Co.  v.  Massey 
(1900),   176  U.  S.  126.  (Tenn.  1899),  56  S.  W.  35. 

23  Maxwell  V.  Atkin  (1898),  89  si  Brown  v.  Maplewood,  etc. 
Fed.  178.  Assn.    (Minn.    1902),     89    N.    "W. 

2*  In  re  Roofing,  etc.  Assn.,  200  872. 

Pa.   St.   Ill,    (1901).  32Finnegan    v.    Noerenberg,    52 

25  State    V.    Home,     etc.     Union  Minn.  239  (1893),  18  L.  R.  A.  878. 

(1900),  63  Ohio,  St.  547.  ^^  In  re  New  York  Booking  Co. 

20  Enterprise,  etc.  Co.  v.  Grimes  (Apr.  29,  1892),  N.'Y.  L.  J.;  Augir 

(1899),  173  Mass.  252.  v.  Ryan  (1896),  63  Minn.  373. 

27  Chicago,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Oshkosh,  s*  McGrew  v.  City  Produce  Ex- 
etc.  Ry.   (1900),  107  "Wis.  192.  change  (1887),  85  Tenn.  572,  4  S. 

28  Woodbury  v.  McClurg  (1901),  W.  38. 

78   Miss.    831,    29    South.    514.  ss  Baton  v.    Walker    (1889),    76 

2s>  Bashford,  etc.  Co,  v.  Agua,  etc.      Mich.  579,  6  L.  R.  A.  102. 
Co.   (Ariz.  1894),  35  Pac.  983.  as  Lagrone       v.       Timmermann 

(1895),  46  S.  C.  372,  24  S.  B.  290. 
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Though  a  corporation  has  no  legal  existence  except  in  the  State 
■where  it  was  created,  it  may,  by  comity  between  States,  transact 
business  in  another  State,  without  making  its  stoclcholders  Hable 
as  partners.'^  Though  a  company  is  only  a  pretended  corpora- 
tion in  furtherance  of  a  fraudulent  scheme,  and  in  fact  is  only 
a  partnership, — if  it  has  a  charter,  the  federal  courts  may  assume 
jurisdiction  of  a  case.''  Incorporation  in  one  State,  with  intent 
to  transact  all  its  business  in  another,  is  a  fraud,  and  will  subject 
■all  parties  to  it  to  personal  liability  as  partners.^'  For  misrepre- 
sentations as  to  solvency  of  the  corporatioH,'  a  stockholder  is  not 
liable  as  partner,  though  he  may  be  held  liable  in  dam^es  for 
false  representation.  Where  part  of  the  incorporators  incur  debts, 
all  are  liable  as  partners,  where  articles  are  filed,  and  no  capital 
stock-  is  subscribed  for,  and  the  undertaking  is  abandoned." 
Where  one  deals  with  a  corporation,  supposing  it  to  be  a  partner- 
ship, he  may  repudiate  the  contract  on  discovery  of  the  fact,  there 
being  no  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the  parties.^'-  Stockholders 
are  not  personally  liable  where  the  articles  of  incorporation  are 
regularly  filed  and  the  corporation  is  acting  as  such,  notwith- 
standing its  failure  to  organize.*'^  In  case  of  ultra  vires  acts  of 
-the  corporation,  the  stockholders  are  sometimes  liable  as 
partners.*' 

"Limited." — Where  the  statute  provides  that  the  word  "lim- 
ited" shall  be  used  as  part  of  the  name  of  the  corporation,  omis- 

37  Demarest  v.  Flack  (1891),  128  v.  Oliver  (1892),  49  Kan.  107;  Con- 
N.  Y.  205;  Lancaster  v.  Amsterdam      solidated,  etc.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City, 

(1894),  140  N.  y.   576;   Missouri,  etc.  Co.   (1891),  45  Fed.  7;  Whet- 

etc.  Co.  v.  Reinhard    (1893),   114  stone   v.    Crane,   etc.   Co.    (1895), 

Mo.   218;    Oakdale  Manufacturing  1  Kan.  App.  320;    Card  v.  Moore 

Co.    V.    (larst    (1894),    18    R.    I.  (1902),   68  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  327; 

484,  23  L.  R.  A.  639.  Raid  v.  Kreling  Sons  (1899),  125 

38  Empire  Coal,  etc.  Co.  v.  Em-  Cal.  117;  Vliet  v.  Simanton,  63  N. 
pire  Min.  Co.  (1893),  150  U.  S.  J.  L.  458  (1899) ;  Perkins  v.  Rouss 
159.  (1901),   78   Miss.   343;    Slocum  v. 

ssWonderly  v.  Booth  (1873),  36  Head   (1900),  105  Wis.  431. 

N.  J.  L.  250 ;  JCruse  v.  Dusenbury  *i  Consumers  Ice  Co.  v.  Webster, 

(1888),  19  N.  Y.  Week  Dig.,  N.  Y.  etc.  Co.  (1898),  32  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

Com.  Pleas,  201;  Coler  v.  Tacoma  592;  Rust-Owen  L.  Co.  v.  Wellman 

(N.  J.  1902),  53  Atl.  680;  Duke  v.  (1897),  10  S.  Dak.  122. 

Taylor  (1896),  37  Fla.  64,  31  L.  R.  *2Cory  v.  Lee    (1891),   93  Ala. 

A.  484,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  232;  State  468;     Badger,     etc.     Co.  v.  Rose 

V.  Park,  etc.  Co.  (1894),  58  Minn.  (1897),  95  Wis.  145. 

330,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  516.  *3  Tennessee,  etc.  Co.  v.  Massey 

40Weckselbergv.  Flour  City,  etc.  (Tenn.  1899),  56  S.  W.  35. 
Bank   (1894),  64  Fed.  90;  Walton 
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sion  to  use.  it  may  make  the  stockholders  liable  as  partners,**  but 
failure  to  use  it  in  a  single  instance  will  not  render  them  so 
liable.*^  For  the  issue  of  "watered"  stock,  stockholders  are  not 
liable  as  partners.*^  Where  the  corporate  name  is  changed,  with- 
out compliance  with  "the  statute,  the  stockholders  are  liable  as 
partners,  in  the  use  of  the  new  and  unauthorized  name.*' 

§  599.  Liability  to  corporate  creditors  on  unpaid  subscrip- 
tions.— The  capital  stock  is  the  fund  depended  upon  for  carry- 
ing on  the  business  of  the  corporation  and  is  the  basis  of  its 
credit.  Creditors  assume  that  the  corporate  capital  in  money  or 
money's  worth,  is  equivalent  to  the  capital  stock,  and  that  if  that 
is  not  paid  up,  it  is  secured  to  be  paid  whenever  necessary  for 
payment  of  the  liabilities  of  the  corporation.  Courts  of  equity, 
accordingly,  hold  subscribers  liable  to  the  full  payment  of  their 
unpaid  subscriptions,  upon  the  insolvency  of  the  corporation.*^ 
The  liability  of  the  subscriber  is  determined  by  the  laws  and  de- 
cisions of  the  State  which  created  the  corporation,*"  and  not  of 
the  State  where  the  subscriber  resides,^"  though  he  may  be  sued 
in  the  courts  of  the  State  where  he  resides,  on  his  liability  upon 
a  foreign  unpaid  subscriptipn.^^  The  creditor,  before  proceeding 
in  equity  to  enforce  payment  by  the  delinquent  stockholder,  must 
first  have  exhausted  his  remedy  against  the  corporation  by  having 
obtained  judgment  at  law,  and  return  of  nulla  bona  upon  an  ex- 
ecution against  the  corporation;^^  except  in  case  of  its  hopeless 
insolvency,^'  or  in  case  of  its  dissolution.^*  A  stockholder  is 
bound  by  any  judgment  against  the  corporation.'*' 

"Lehmann  V.  Knapp  (1896),  48  lean,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dyer   (Mass.  1902), 

La.  Ann.  1148.  64  N.  E.  416. 

« Staver,     etc.     Co.     v..    Blake  62  Baines  v.  Babcock  (1891),  95 

(1896),  111  Mich.  282.  Cal.  581,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  658;  Al- 

*6  Louisville,   etc.   Co.   v.   Eisen-  bright  v.  Texas  (1896),  8  New  Mex. 

man   (1893),  94  Ky.  83.  110,  422,  42  Pac.  73,  46  Pac.  448; 

4T  Cincinnati,    etc.    Co.   v.   Bate  Hollins     v.     Brierfield,     etc.     Co 

(1893),   96   Ky.   83.  (1893),  150  U.  S.  371. 

*8  Tichenor  v.  Williams,  etc.  Co.  ss  Salt  Lake,  etc.  Co.  v.  Tintic, 

(Ga.  1902),  42  S.  E.  505.  etc.  Co.    (1896),  13  Utah,  423,  45 

49  Bank     of     China     v.     Morse  Pac.  200;  Fletcher  v.  Bank  of  Lo- 
(1901),  168  N.  Y.  45«,  61  N.  B.  774,  noke  (Ark.  1902),  69  S.  W.  580. 
56  L.  R.  A.  139,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  b4  Slee    v.     Bloom     (1-822),     19 
676.  Johns,  456;    Latimer    v.    Citizens 

50  Glenn  v.  Garth  (1893),  147  U.  State  Bank  (1897),  102  Iowa,  162. 
S.  360.  State  Bank  (1897),  102  Iowa,  162, 

siMandel     v.     Swan,     etc.     Co.      71    N.   "W.   225. 
<1895),  154  111.  177,  27  L.  R.  A.  313,  55  Verner    v.    Simpson      (S.     C. 

45  Am.  St.  Rep.  124;  Anglo-Amer-      1904),  47  S.  E.  729. 
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§  600.  Effect  of  transfer  of  shares.  Liability  of  transferrer 
at  common  law. — A  transfer  of  stock,  consummated  in  good 
faith  upon  the  books  of  the  corporation,  relieves  the  transferrer 
from  all  liability  to  the  corporation  or  its  creditors,  thereafter  be- 
coming due  upon  his  subscription,'^'  except  where  personal  lia- 
bility is  imposed  by  statute.  But  the  transferrer  will  not  be 
thus  relieved  unless  the  transaction  is  registered  on  the  company's 
books,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  transfer  is  in  writing,  and 
the  assignee  has  drawn  dividends  on  the  stock."'     A  transfer  to 


6s  Allen  V.  Montgomery  R.  Co., 
11  Ala.  457;  Billings  v.  Robinson 
(1882),  94  N.  Y.  415;  Bowden  v. 
Johnson  (1882),  107  XT.  S.  251; 
Davis  V.  Stevens  (1879),  17 
Blatchf.  259.  Gf.  Sawyer  v.  Hoag, 
17  Wall.  610;  Johnson  v.  South- 
western R.  Bank,  3  Strobh.  Eq.  (S. 
C.)  263;  Melvln  v.  Lamar  Ins.  Co. 
(1875),  80  111.  446;  Zirkei  v.  Joliet 
Opera  House  Co.  (1875),  79  111. 
334;  Adderly  v.  Storm,  6  Hill, 
624. 

57  Cutting  v.  Damerel  (1882),  88 
N.  Y.  410;  Isham  v.  Buckingham, 
49  N.  Y.  216;  Strange  v.  Houston 
&  T.  C.  R.  Co.  (1880),  53  Tex.  162; 
Upton  V.  Burnham  (1873),  3  Biss. 
431,  520;  McEuen  v.  West  London 
Wharves,  etc.  Co.  (1871),  L.  R.  6 
Ch.  655;  Midland,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Gordon  (1847),  16  Mees.  &  W.  804; 
Sayles  v.  Blane  (1849),  19  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  19;  Cartmell's  Case  (1874), 
L.  R.  9  Ch.  691;  Heritage's  Case 
(1869),  L.  R.  9  Eq.  5;  Hennessey's 
Executor's  Case  (1850),  3  De  G.  & 
Sm.  191;  Ex  parte  Henderson 
(1854),  19  Beav.  107;  Bank  v.  Lan- 
ier (1870),  11  Wall.  369.  Contra, 
Bargate  v.  Shortridge,  5  H.  Li  Cas. 
297;  Evans  v.  Smallcombe  (1868), 
L.  R.  3  House  of  Lords,  249 ;  In  re 
Bachman  (1875),  12  Nat.  Bank 
Reg.  223.  Cf.  Head's  Case,  L.  R. 
3  Eq.  84;  White's  Case,  L.  R.  3 
Eq.  86;  Shepherd's  Case,  L.  R.  2 
Ch.  16;  Straff on's  Executor's  Case, 
1  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  576.  Va.  Code  of 
I860,  ch.  57,  §  24,  relating  to  as- 
signments of  stock,  provides  that 
in    any   assignment    the   assignee 


and  assignor  shall  each  be  liable 
for  any  unpaid  instalments  which 
may  have  accrued  or  may  there- 
after accrue.  Va.  Acts  of  1883-84,. 
p.  654,  ch.  472,  authorizing  com- 
promises to  be  made  by  fiduciaries 
with  debtors  of  the  company,  pro- 
vides that  the  compromise  made- 
with  any  person  claimed  to  be  lia- 
ble to  the  company  shall  not  im- 
pair the  liability  to  the  company 
of  any  other  person,  on  account  of 
the  cause  of  liability,  but  the- 
amount  so  received  shall  be  cred- 
ited on  the  same,  except,  when  the 
liability  is  joint,  it  shall  be  cred- 
ited with  the  full  share  of  the  per- 
son released.  And  it  was  held 
that  a  release  of  the  assignor  of 
stock  by  the  trustee  of  an  insolv- 
ent corporation,  on  payment  of  a 
certain  amount  on  account  of  un- 
paid instalments,  does  not  dis- 
charge the  assignee,  the  llabillty 
not  being  joint.  Glenn  v.  Foote,. 
36  Fed.  Rep.  824.  And  where  ex- 
tiflcates  of  stock  Issued  by  the  di- 
rectors provide  that  the  shares 
shall  be  transferred  only  on  the 
books  of  the  corporation,  it  was 
held,  in  an  action  by  the  receiver, 
that  one  in  whose  name  the  shares 
stood  on  the  books,  but  who  had 
sold  and  delivered  his  certificate 
to  another,  was  not  liable  as  a 
"stockholder"  for  debts,  within 
New  York  Laws,  1867,  ch.  474. 
Cutting  V.  Damerel,  88  N.  Y.  410. 
Where  a  shareholder  of  a  national 
bank  makes  a  hona  fide  sale  of  his 
stock,  and  goes  with  the  purchaser 
to  the  bank,  indorses  the  certificate 
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have  such  an  effect,  however,  must  be  made  in  good  faith,  and 
not  to  at>  irresponsible  person  to  escape  liabiHty,  in  harmony  with 
the  principle  that  the  capital  stock,  including  both  paid  and  un- 
paid subscriptions,  is  a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and 
that  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  such  a  trust  to  permit 
a  transfer  of  stock  to  be  made  to  one  who  is  insolvent,  for  the 
purpose  of  escaping  liability.^*  And  this  rule  also  applies  to  cases 
where  stockholders  are  made  personally  liable  by  statute.''^ 


and  delivers  it  to  the  cashier  of 
the  bank,  with  directions  to  make 
the  transfer  on  the  books,  he  has 
done  all  that  is  incumbent  upon 
him  to  discharge  his  liability,  and 
he  is  not  liable,  although  the  cash- 
ier failed  to  make  the  transfer, 
upon, the  subsequent  suspension  of 
the  bank,  for  an  assessment  made 
by  the  comptroller  of  the  currency, 
under  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  5151,  to 
pay  the  bank's  debts.  Hayes  v. 
Shoemaker,  39  Fed.  Rep.  319. 
Under  Rev.  Stat.  Me.,  ch.  46  §§  45- 
47,  making  stockholders  liable  to 
Judgment  creditors  of  a  corpora- 
tion to  the  extent  of  their  unpaid 
subscriptions,  where  defendant 
transferred  all  the  stock  sub- 
scribed for  by  him,  except  four 
hundred  shares,  prior  to  the  date 
when  the  judgment  creditor's  orig- 
inal cause  of  action  against  the 
corporation  was  contracted,  de- 
fendant is  liable  only  for  the  bal- 
ance remaining  unpaid  upon  those 
four  hundred  shares,  and  not  upon 
the  additional  one  thousand  shares 
which  he  purchased  in  open  mar- 
ket, and  which  were  issued  by  the 
corporation  as  fully  paid  stock. 
Libby  v.  Tobey  (1890),  82  Me.  397, 
19  Atlan.  Rep.  904. 

68  Rider  v.  Morrison,  54  Md.  429; 
Thompson's  Liability  of  Stock- 
holders, §§  211;  Morawetz  on  Cor- 
porations, §  858;  Nathan  v.  Whit- 
loek,  3  Edw.  Ch.  215  (1841),  9 
Paige,  152;  Veiller  v.  Brown 
(1879),  18  Hun,  571;  Miller  v. 
Great  Republic  Ins.  Co.  (1872>,  50 
Mo.  55;  McLaren  v.  Pranciscus  43 
Mo.    452;    Mandion   v.    Fireman's 


Ins.  Co.,  11  Rob.  (La)  177;  In  re 
Bachman  (1875),  12  Nat.  Bank. 
Reg.  223;  Central  Agric,  etc.  Assn. 
V.  Alabama  Gold  Life  Ins.  Co. 
(1881),  70  Ala.  120;  Gaff  v.  Flesher 
(1877),  33  Ohio  St.  107;  Union 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Frear  Stone  Man- 
uf.  Co.  (1881),  97  111.  537,  549; 
Douchy  V.  Brown,  24  Vt.  197;  Ault- 
man's  Appeal  (1881),  98  Pa.  St. 
505 ;  Everhart  v.  West  Chester,  etc. 
R.  Co.  (1857),  28  Pa.  St.  339; 
Paine  v.  Stewart  (1866),  33  Conn. 
516;  Bowden  v.  Santos  (1877),  1 
Hughes,  (U.  S.)  158;  Johnston  v. 
Laflin.  (1878),  5  Dill.  65;  6  Cent. 
L.  J.  124;  Wehrman  v.  Reakirt 
(1871),  1  Cin.  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  230; 
National  Bank  v.  Case  (1878),  99 
U.  S.  628,  632;  Provident  Springs- 
Savings  Inst.  V.  Jackson  Place 
Skating,  etc.  Rink  (1873),  52  Mo. 
557;  Chouteau  Spring  Co.  v.  Har- 
ris, 20  Mo.  382;  Roman  v.  Fry,  5 
J.  J.  Marsh.,  634;  Allibone  v.  Hager, 
46  Pa.  St.  48;  Marcy  v.  Clark,  17 
Mass.  330.  He  may,  however, 
transfer  to  an  irresponsible  person 
upon  guarantying  the  payment  of 
calls  about  to  be  made.  William's 
Case  (1875),  1  Ch.  Div.  576;  King's 
Case  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  197;  Chy- 
noweth's  Case  (1880),  15  Ch.  Div. 
13.  YiAe  supra,  §§  419,  561,  47  L. 
R.  A.  246. 

ooMagruder  v.  Colston  (1875), 
44  Md.  349;  Paine  v.  Stewart,  33 
Conn.  516;  Holyoke  Bank  v.  Burn- 
ham,  11  Cush.  183;  Chapman  v. 
Shepherd  (1867),  L.  R.  2  C.  P. 
228;  Miller  v.  Great  Republic  Ins. 
Co.  (1872),  50  Mo.  55;  Billings  v. 
Robinson    (1884),   94  N.    Y.    415, 
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§  6ooa.  Liability  of  original  subscribers  for  stock,  distin- 
party. — The  corporation  is  an  indispensable  party  to  a  stock- 
holder to  pay  for  subscription,  a  distinction  is  drawn  between 
one  who  holds  his  stock  by  transfer,  and  an  original  subscriber. 
The  former  may,  in  the  absence  of  any  fraudulent  purpose,  dis- 
charge himself  from  liability  for  unpaid  instalments  by  due 
transfer  of  his  shares,  while  the  latter  cannot  obtain  •  immunity 
in  that  way.  The  original  subscriber's  contract  with  the  com- 
pany is  to  pay  the  remaining  instalments  on  demand  of  the  com- 
pany. From  this  agreement  he  can  not  recede  without'  consent  of 
the  company.  He  may  transfer  his  stock  without  its  consent, 
for  example,  transfer  to  an  irresponsible  and  insolvent  "person, 
a  mere  "dummy,"  and  thereby  vest  in  the  purchaser  his  right 
to  the  shares,  and,  as  between  himself  and  the  purchaser,  cast 
upon  the  latter  the  obligation  to  pay  him  such  instalments  as  are 
called  upon  the  stock,  but  he  cannot  thereby  impair  or  affect  the 
contract  rights  of  the  company.  His  liability  to  the  company  can- 
not thereby  become  extinguished".  If  the  subscriber,  without  con- 
sent of  the  company,  could  divest  himself  of  his  shares  and  of  his 
entire  obligation  as  a  stockholder,  corporations  might  in  all  cases 
be  deprived  of  their  only  available  means  of  satisfying  debts,  by 
transfer  to  irresponsible  parties.'" 

§  6oi.  (a)  Statutory  liability  of  transferrer. — The  rule  that 
a  transferrer  of  stock  is  not  relieved  of  his  liability,  until  the 
transfer  has  been  made  upon  the  books  of  the  company,  applies 
equally  to  the  common  law  liability  and  to  the  personal  liability 
created  by  statute,  when  the  statute  relieves  him  of  liability  upon 
his  transfer  of  his  stock. '^    And  in  order  to  hold  a  stockholder 

(1882)   28  Hun  122;   Mann's  Case  ei  Johnston  v.  Laflin    (1878),  5 

(1868),  Li.  R.  3Ch.  459,  n.;    Mitch-  Dill.   65;     Crease  v.   Babcock,   51 

ell's  Case   (1870),  L.  R.  9.  Bq.  363;  Mass.  525;  Grew  v.  Breed,  10  Mete. 

Ex  parte  Hatton   (1862),  31  L.  X  569;    Holyoke  Bank  v.  Burnham, 

Ch.  340;   Pugh  &  Sharman's  Case  11  Cush.  183;  Shellington  v.  How- 

(1872),  L.  R.  13  Bq.  566;  Lankes-  land  (1873),  53  N.  Y.  371;  Johnson 

ter's  Case  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  905,  v.  Underhlll  (1873),  52  N.  Y.  203; 

n.;  Gilbert's  Case  (1870),  L.  R.  5  In  re  Empire  Bank,  18  N.  Y.  200; 

Ch.  559.     Cf.  Castellan  v.  Hobson  Veiler  v.  Brown   (1879),  18  Hun, 

(1870),  L.  R.  10  Bq.  47;  Maynard  571;  Richardson  v.  Abendroth,  43 

V.  Baton  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  414;  Barb.   162;    Worrall  v.   Judson,  5 

Colquhoun  v.  Cqurtenay  (1874),  43  Barb.    210;    Adderly  v.   Storm,   6 

L.  J.  Ch.  338;    Riehardson's  Case  Hill,  624;  Dane  T.  Young  (1872), 

(1875),  L.  R.  19  Bq.  588.  61   Me.    160;    Skowegan   Bank   v. 

eoHood  V.  McNaughton   (1892),  Cutler  (1860),  49  Me.  315;  Fowler 

24  N.  J.  L.  425;  Young  v.  McKay,  v.  Ludwig,  34  Me.  455;  Stanley  v. 
50  Fed.  394. 
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liable,  ■  personally,  tinder  the  statute  it  is  not  necessary  that  any 
certificates  should  have  been  issued  to  hini.°^  According  to  the 
rule  laid  down  in  the  construction  of  statutes  making  "the  stock- 
holders" liable  for  debts,  that  the  term  refers  only  to  those  who 
were  stockholders  at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted,  a  stock- 
holder can  not,  of  course,  relieve  himself  of  liability  by  transfer-  . 
ring  his  stock."^  Under  some  statutes,  as  was  seen  in  the  pre- 
ceding section,  a  stockholder  may  be  relieved  of  liability  on  a 
debt  when  he  ceases  to  be  a  stockholder  before  it  becomes  due, 
or  before  an  action  is  brought  for  its  collection.'*  He  can  not 
be  released  from  liability,  however,  by  means  of  an  agreement 
with  the  directors.""  A  vendor  of  stock  may  compel  his  vendee 
to  do  everything  necessary  to  be  done  by  the  latter  to  consummate 
the  transfer  of  the  stock,  and  to  indemnify  him  on  account  of  his 
liability  as  a  stockholder.*"     Where  stockholders  of  a  bank,  in 


Stanley,  26  Me.  191;  State  v.  Fer- 
ris (1875),  42  Conn.  560.  See  also 
cases  cited  supra,  §  600. 

62  Chaffin  V.  Gumming®,  37  Me. 
76;  Burr  v.  Wilcox,  22  N.  Y.  551; 
"Wheeler  v.  Miller,  90  N.  Y.  353; 
Mokelumne  Hill  Canal,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Woodbury,  14  Cal.  265;  Moss  v. 
Oakley,  2  Hill,  265;  Judson  v.  Ros- 
sie-Galena  Co.,  9  Paige,  598;  Mc- 
Cullougti  V.  Moss,  5  Denio,  567; 
Chesley  v.  Pierce,  32  N.  H.  388; 
Castleman  v..  Holmes,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  1;  Mill  Dam  Foundry  v. 
Hovey,  21  Pick.  417;  Holyoke 
Bank  v.  Burnham,  11  Cush.  183; 
Southmayd  v.  Russ,  3  Conn.  52; 
Williams  v.  Hanna  (1872),  40  Ind. 
535;  Larrabee  v.  Baldwin,  35  Cal. 
155.  Of.  Rosevelt  v.  Brown,  11  N. 
Y.  148;  Cutting  V.  Damerel  (1882), 
88  N.  Y.  410. 

63  Wehrman  v.  Reakirt,  1  Gin. 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  230;  Mitchell's  Case 
(1879),  L.  R.  4  App.  Gas.  548; 
Weston's  Case  (1868),  L.  R.  4  Ch. 
20,  30;  Ex  parte  Parker  (1867),  L. 
R.  2  Ch.  685;  Chappell's  Case 
(1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  902.    ' 

64  Bond   V.   Appleton,    8    Mass. , 
472;  Longley  v.  Little,  26  Me.  162; 
Nixon  V.  Green,  25  L.  T.  Ex.  209; 
Dodgson  V.  Scott,  2  Ex.  457;   Mc- 


Claren  v.  Francisous,  43  Mo.  452; 
Douchy  V.  Brown,  24  Vt.  197.  Cf. 
Deming  v.  Bull,  10  Conn.  40;  Mid- 
dletown  Bank  v.  Magill,  5  Conn. 
28;  Child  v.  Coffin,  17  Mass".  64; 
Curtis  V.  Haflow,  12  Mete.  3; 
Southmayd  v.  Russ,  3  Conn.  52; 
KIckalls  V.  Eaton  (1871),  23  L.  T. 
(N.  S.)  689;  Hawkins  v.  Maltby 
(1867),  L.   R.   3   Ch.   188. 

i^Ecc  parte  Parker  (1867),  L.  R. 
2  Ch.  685;  Gilbert's  Case  (1870), 
L.  R.  5  Ch.  559;  Allen's  Case 
(1873),  16  Eq.  449;  Ex  parte 
Brown,  19  Beav.  97;  NIckalls  v. 
Merry  (1875),  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  530; 
Brown  v.  Black  (1873),  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  939;  Mann's  Case,  L.  R.  3  Ch. 
458,  n.;  Eyre's  Case,  31  Beav.  177; 
Bennett's  Case,  5  De  G.,  M.  &  G. 
284;  Munt's  Case,  22  Beav.  55.  Of. 
Johnston  v.LiaflIn(1878),  5  Dill.  65, 
81;  Case  of  the  Reciprocity  Bank, 
22  N.  Y.  9;  Symon's  Case-  (1870), 
L.  R.  5  Ch.  298;  Weston's  Case 
(1870),  L.  R.  5  Ch.  614;  Curtis' 
Case,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  455;  Gastello's 
Case,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  504;  Walsh  v. 
Union  Bank  (1879),  5  Quebec  L. 
R.  289. 

66  Johnson  v.  tJnderhill  (1873), 
62  N.  Y.  203;  Kellogg  v.  Stockwell, 
76   111.   68;     Wheeler    v.    Faurot 
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good  faith,  for  value  transferred  the  stock  to  the  cashier,  and 
instructed  him  to  transfer  it  upon  the  stock-books,  which  he  failed 
to  do,  they  are,  under  the  statutes  of  South  Carolina  held,  never- 
therless  liable  to  creditors  of  the  bank  in  case  of  its  insolvency.'^ 
§  602.  (b)  Liability  of  transferee  at  common  law. — A  person 
may  become  a  stockholder  in  a  corporation,  either  by  original 
subscription,  by  direct  purchase  from  the  corporation,  or  by  sub- 
sequent transfer  from  the  original  holders,  and  stockholders  are 
equally  liable  for  unpaid  subscriptions,  whether  they  become 
owners  of  shares  by  original  subscription,  or  by  subsequent  trans- 
fer;"* it  being  well  settled  that  an  express  promise  to  pay_the 


(1881),  37  Ohio  St.  26;  Brown  v. 
Hitchcock  (1881),  36  Ohio  St.  667; 
Paine  v.  Hutchinson  (1866),  L.  R. 
3  Eq.  257;  Shaw  v.  Fisher,  5  De 
G.,  M.  &  G.  596;  Gheale  v.  Ken- 
ward,  3  De  G.  &  J.  27;  Cape's 
Case  (1852),  2  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  562; 
Grissell  v.  Bristowe,  L.  R.  3  C.  P. 
112;  Kellock  v.  Bnthoren  (1873), 
L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  241;  Bowring  v.  Shep- 
herd (1871),  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  309; 
Allen  V.  Graves  (1870),  L.  R.  5 
Q.  B.  478;  Shaw  v.  Rowley,  16 
Mees.  &  W.  810;  Sayles  v.  Blayne, 
14  Q.  B.  205;  Coles  v.  Bristowe 
(1868),  L.  R.  4  Ch.  3;  Humble  v. 
Langston,  7  Mees.  &  W.  517; 
Wynne  v.  Price,  3  De  G.  &  Sm. 
310;  Morris  v.  Cannan,  4  De  G., 
F.  &  J.  581;  Hawkins  v.  Maltby, 
L.  R.  4  Ch.  200;  Butler  v.  Cump- 
ston,  L.  R.  7  Eq.  16;  Evans  v. 
Wood,  L.  R.  5  Eq.  9;  Cruse  v. 
Paine,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  641;  4  Eq.  441; 
James  v.  May,  L.  R.  6  House  of 
Lords,  328;  Webster  v.  Upton 
(1875),  91  U.  S.  65;  Castellan  v. 
Hobson  (1870),  L.  R.  10  Eq.  Cas. 
47.  For  further  information  on 
this  subject  see  the  following: 
Brewster  v.  Hartley,  37  Cal.  15; 
Jackson  v.  Sligo  Manuf .  Co.  ( 1878 ) 
1  Lea,  210;  Allen  v.  Montgomery 
R.  Co.,  11  Ala.  437;  GrafE  v.  Pitts- 
burgh, etc.  R.  Co.  (1858),  31  Pa. 
St.  489;  Chubb  v.  Upton  (1877), 
95  U.  S.  665;  Mann  v.  Currie,  2 
Barb.  294;  Isham  v.  Buckingham 
(1872),  49  N.  Y.  216;    Chambers- 


burg  Ins.  Co.  V.  Smith,  11  Pa.  St. 
120;  Murray  v.  Bush  (1873),  L.R. 
6  H.  of  L.  37;  Taylor  v.  Hughes, 
2  Jones  &  Lat.  (Irish  Ch.)  24;  Up- 
ham  V.  Bumham  (1873),  3  Biss. 
431;  Bernard's  Case,  5  De  G.  &  Sm. 
283;  Pittsburgh,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Clarke  (1875),  29  Pa.  St.  146; 
Messersmith  v.  bharon  Savings 
Bank  (1880),  96  Pa.  St.  440;  Pal- 
mer V.  Ridge  Mining  Co.,  34  Pa. 
St.  288;  Frank's  Oil  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cleary,  63  Pa.  St.  317;  Pittsburgh 
Iron  Co.  V.  Otterson  (1878),  4 
Week.  Notes  Cas.  545;  Delaware 
Canal  Co.  v.  Sansom,  1  Binn.  70. 
Cf.  West  Philadelphia  Canal  Co.  v. 
Innes,  3  Whart.  198;  Mitchell  v. 
Beckman,  64  Cal.  117,  28  Pac.  110; 
Agricultural  Bank  v.  Wilson 
(1844),  24  Me.  273;  Merrimac  Mi- 
ning Co.  V.  Levy,  54  Pa.  St.  227; 
Aultman's  Appeal  (1881),  98  Pa. 
St.  505;  Marlborough  Manuf.  Co. 
V.  Smith,  2  Conn.  579;  Louisiana 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Gordon,  8  La.  Rep.  174; 
Midland,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Gordon, 
16  Mees.  &  W.  804;  Brigham  v. 
Mead,  10  Allen,  245;  Walker  v. 
Bartlett,  18  C.  B.  845;  Watson  v. 
Eales,  23  Beav.  294;  McCready  v. 
Rumsey,  6  Duer,  574;  In  re  Bach- 
man  (1875),  12  Bankr.  Reg.  2i;3. 

67  White  V.  Commercial,  etc. 
Bank  (1903),  45  S.  B.  94,  66  A.  C. 
491. 

68  Webster  v.  Upton  (1875),  91 
U.  S.  65;  Ward  v.  Griswoldville 
Manuf.  Co.,  16  Conn.  593. 
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tinpaid  balance  of  the  subscription,  is  not  necessary  to  hold  the 
■original  subscriber  or  the  subsequent  transferee  liable  thereon.^" 
For  the  acceptance  and  holding  of  shares  in  a  corporation  makes 
the  holder  liable  to  the  responsibilities  of  a  shareholder.  So,  "if 
the  law  implies  a  promise  by  the  original  subscribers  to  pay  the 
full  par  value  when  it  may  be  called,  it  follows  that  an  assignee 
of  the  stock,  when  he  has  come  into  privy  with  the  company,  by 
having  stock  transferred  to  him  on  the  company's  books,-  is 
«qually  liable."'"  Accordingly,  where  stock  has  been  transferred 
and  the  transferee  has  been  accepted  as  a  stockholder  and  entered 
as  such  upon  the  books  of  the  company,  he  becomes  liable  for  the 
unpaid  balance  upon  the  stock,  whether  or  not  he  assented  to  the 
registration  or  knew  of  it;''^  and  he  is  sometimes  made  liable  by 
statute  for  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  even  before  his  transfer 
IS  recorded.''''  But  if  the  name  of  an  individual  wrongly  appears 
upon  the  books  of  a  corporation  as  a  stockholder,  he  is  entitled  to 
•show  that  it  is  there  without  right.''^ 


69  Upton  V.  Trlbilcock,  91  U.  S. 
45. 

70  Story,  J.,  in  Webster  v.  Upton, 
91  U.  S.  65;  Cole  v.  Ryan,  52  Barb. 
168;  Isham  v.  Buckingham  (1872), 
49   N.   Y.    216;      Burke   v.    Smith 

(1872),  16  Wall.  390;  Brigham  v. 
Meade,  10  Allen,  245;  Thorp  v. 
Woodhull,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  411;  Upton 
-V.  Burnham  (1873),  3  Biss.  431, 
520;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  GifEord,  47 
Iowa,  575,  583;  Johnston  v.  Laflin 
(1878),  5  Dill.  65;  Huddersfleld 
Canal  Co.  v.  Buckley  (1796),  7 
Term  Rep.  96;  Executors  of  Gil- 
more  V.  Bank  of  Cincinnati,  8 
Ohio,  62,  71;  'Billings  v.  Robinson 
(1884),  94  N.  Y.  415;  Wakefield  v. 
Fargo  (1882),  90  N.  Y.  213;  Cowle 
V.  Cromwell,  25  Barb.  413;  Chou- 
teau Spring  Co.  v.  Harris,  20  Mo. 
382;  Miller  v.  Great  Republic  Ins. 
€o.,  50  Mo.  55;  Allen  v.  Montgom- 
ery R.  Co.,  11  Ala.  437,  451; 
Baynes  v.  Palmer,  13  La.  Ann. 
240;  Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Boor- 
man,  12  Conn.  530;  Bend  v.  Sus- 
quehanna Bridge,  etc.  Co.,  6  Harr. 
&  J.  128;  Hall  v.  United  States  Ins. 
Co.,  5  Gill  (Md),  484;  Aylesbury 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Mount  (1842),  Scott's 
I^ew  Rep.  127 


71  Webster  v.  Upton  (1875),  91 
U.  S.  65;  Upton  v.  Burnham 
(1873),  3  Biss.  520;  London,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Pairclough,  3  Man.  & 
G.  674,  706. 

72  Thus  in  New  York,  "no  trans- 
fer of  stock  shall  be  valid  for  any 
purpose  whatever,  except  to  render 
the  person  to  whom  it  shall  be 
transferred  liable  for  the  debts  of 
the  company,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,  until  it  shall 
have  been  entered  therein  (i.  e., 
in  the  corporate  stock  book)  as  re- 
quired by  this  section,  by  an  entry 
showing  to  and  from  whom  trans- 
ferred." New  York  Laws  of  1848, 
ch.  40,  §  25;  Herries  v.  Piatt 
(1878),  13  Hun,  492;  Johnson  v. 
Underbill  (1873),  52  N.  Y.  203; 
Shellington  v.  Howland,  53  N.  Y. 
371;  Rosevelt  v.  Brown,  11  N.  Y. 
148;  Worrall  v.  Judson,  5  Barb. 
210;  Dane  v.  Young,  61  Me.  160; 
Davis  V.  Essex,  etc.  Society  (1877), 
44  Conn.  582;  Kellogg  v.  Stock- 
well,  75  111.  68;  London,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Fairclough  (1841),  2  Man. 
&  G.  674. 

73  Webster  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S. 
65;  In  re  Reciprocity  Bank,  22  N. 
Y.  9;   Birch's  Case,  2  De  G.  &  J. 
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"Fully-paid  up,  and  non-assessable." — Recital  in  a  stock  cer- 
tificate that  it  is  a  "fully-paid  up  and  non-assessable"  is  no  protec- 
tion to  the  assignee  as  against  corporate  creditors,  where  the 
assignment  was  from  an  original  subscriber  to  whom  the  stock 
was  issued  for  fraudulently  overvalued  property,  of  which  the 
assignee  had  notice.''* 

§  603.  (c)  Statutory  liability  of  transferee. — It  is  well  settled 
that  the  registration  of  a  transfer  upon  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany, imposes  upon  the  transferee  the  obligation  to  pay  any  sum 
due  upon  the  stock,  even  though  he  hold  the  stock  as  trustee 
for  another,  or  as  collateral  security,  for  the  books  of  the  cor- 
poration are  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  ownership  of  the  stock  ;'* 
and  this  is  also  the  case  where  stockholders  are  made  personally 
liable  by  statutory  provisions.''"  Inasmuch  as  the  personal  liabil- 
ity of  stockholders  exists  only  by  statute,  and  is  a  contract  liability, 
the  extent  to  which  a  transferee  of  stock  is  bound  for  corporate 
debts  must  be  determined  by  reference  to  the  particular  statutes 
governing  corporations.  Where  the  charter  or  statute  simply 
provides  that  "the  stockholders"  shall  be  personally  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  corporation,  it  has  been  construed  to  mean  that  the, 
liability  attaches  only  to  those  who  held  that  position  at  the  time 
the  debt  was  contracted,  and  not  to  those  who  subsequenly  be- 
came stockholders.'''     In  other  cases,  where  charters  or  statutes 

10;   Fox's  Case,  3  De  G.,  J.  &  S.  v.    Jones    (1877),    3    Woods,    53; 

'465.  In  re  South  Mountain,  etc.  Mining 

T4  Garden     City,     etc.     Co.     v.  Co.  (1881),  7  Sawy.  30;  Merrimac 

American,  etc.  Co.   (111.  1903),  68  Mining  Co.  v.  Levy  (1867),  54  Pa. 

N.  E.  724.  St.  227;  Huddersfield  Canal  Co.  v. 

75Turnbull  v.  Payson,  95  U.  S.  Buckley,  7  Term  Rep.  96;   Evans 

418;    Franklin  Glass  Co.  v.  Alex-  v.  Wood  (1868),  37  L.  T.  Ch.  159. 

ander,   2   N.   H.   380,   9   Am.   Dec.  t6  irons  v.  Manufacturers'  Nat. 

92;   Bend  v.  Susquehanna  Bridge  Bank,  27  Fed.  Rep.  591;   Price  v. 

Co.,  6  Harr.  &  J.  128;   Merrimac  W-hitney     (1886),    28    Fed.    Rep. 

Mining   Co.   v.    Bagley,    14   Mich.  297;   Magruder  v.  Colston  (1875), 

501;    Brigham  v.  Mead,  10  Allen,  44  Md.  349,  356;   Fisher  v.   Selig- 

245;  Seymour  v.  Sturges,  26  N.  Y.  man  (1881),  75  Mo.  13;  Adderley 

134;   Webster  v.  Upton,  95  U.   S.  v.   Storm,   6  Hill,   624;    Crease  v. 

65;    Pullman  v.   Upton,   96   U.   S.  Babcock,  51  Mass.  525;  In  re  Em- 

328;  Upton  v.  Hansbrough  (1873),  pire  City  Bank,  18  N.  Y.  200,  224; 

3  Biss.  417;   Foreman  v.  Bigelow  Holyoke    Bank    v.    Burnham,    11 

(1878),  4  Cliff.  508;   Cole  v.  Ryan  Cush.  183,  187. 

(1868),    52    Barb.    168;    Mann   v.  77  Mokelumne  Hill  Canal  Co.  v. 

Currie,     2     Barb.     294;     Hall     v.  Woodbury,  14  Cal.  265;   Davidson 

United    States    Ins.    Co.,    5    Gill  v.  Rankin,  34  Cal.  503;   Larrabee 

(Md.),  484;   Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  35  Cal.  155;  Williams 

V.  Boorman,  12  Conn.  520;  Moore  v.    Hanna    (1872),    40    Ind.    535; 
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provide  that  upon  the  return,  unsatisfied,  of  an  execution  against 
the  property  of  the  corporation,  the  stockholders  shall  be  liable, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  liability  attached  to  those  who  were  mem- 
bers of  the  corporation  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action.''  In  another  class  of  cases  it  is  held  that  where  the 
statute  provides  that  "all  members,"  or  "all  stockholders''  shall 
be  individually  liable,  the  term  includes  not  only  those  who  were 
such  when  the  debt  is  contracted  but  also  those  claiming  to  be 
stockholders  at  the  time  the  action  Upon  the  debt  is  ccanmenced.'* 


Brown  v.  Hitchcock  (1881),  36 
Ohio  St.  667;  Wheeler  v.  Faurot 
(1881),  37  Ohio,  26;  Milllken  v. 
Whitehouse,  49  Me.  527;  Moss  v. 
Oakley,  2  Hill,  265;  Judson  v. 
Rossie-Galena  Co.,  9  Paige,  598; 
McCulIough  V.  Moss,  5  Denio, 
567;  Tracy  v.  Yates,  18  Barb.  152; 
Adderly  v.  Storm,  6  Hill,  624; 
Preeland  v.  McCulIough,  1  Denio, 
414;  Harger  v.  McCulIough,  2 
Denio,  119;  Byers  v.  Franklin 
Coal  Co.  (1870),  106  Mass.  131. 
Cf.  Castleman  v.  Holmes  (1839),  4 
J.  J.  Marsh.  1;  Mill  Dam  Foundry 
V.  Hovey  (1839),  21  Pick.  417; 
Holyoke  Bank  v.  Burnham  (1853), 
11  Cush.  183;  Garrison  v.  Howe 
(1858),  17  N.  Y.  458,  464.  Bron- 
son,  J.,  in  explanation  of  this  rule, 
said  in  Moss  v.  Oakley,  2  Hill, 
265:  "A  man  who  purchases  stock 
and  comes  into  a  corporation 
after  it  has  been  engaged  in  busi- 
ness, may  often  be  deceived  in 
relation  to  the  number  and  mag- 
nitude of  its  debts.  But  while  he 
is  a  stockholder  he  can  know 
something  about  the  extent  of  ob- 
ligations contracted  by  the  com- 
pany, and  is  not  wholly  without 
the  means  of  exerting  an  influ- 
ence over  those  who  manage  its 
concerns." 

7S  Johnson  v.  Underhill  (1873), 
52  isr.  Y.  203;  Middletown  Bank 
V.  Magill,  5  Conn.  28;  Johnston  v. 
Laflin  (1878),  5  Dill.  65;  Moss  v. 
Oakley  (1842),  2  Hill,  265;  Cowles 
v.  Cromwell  (1857),  25  Barb.  413; 
Cole  V.  Ryan  (1868),  52  Barb. 
168;   Chouteau  Spring  Co.  v.  Har- 


ris (1855),  20  Mo.  382;  McClaren 
V.  Franciscus  (1869),  43  Mo.  452; 
Miller  v.  Great  Republic  Ins.  Co.,: 
50  Mo.  55;  Grissell  v.  Bristowe, 
L.  R.  3  C.  P.  112;  Huddersfield 
Coal  Co.  V.  Buckley,  7  Term  Rep. 
36.  Gf.  "Williams  ..  Hanna  (1872), 
40  Ind.  535;  Hager  v.  Cleveland 
(1872),  36  Md.  476;  Holyoke  Bank 
V.  Burnham  (1853),  65  Mass.  183; 
Bond  V.  Appleton,  8  Mass.  472; 
Marcy  v.  Clark,  17  Mass.  330;^ 
Curtis  V.  Harlow,  53  Mass.  3. 

79  Curtis  V.  Harlow,  12  Met.  3; 
Wheeler  v.  Faurot  (1881),  37, 
Ohio  St.  26;  Brown  v.  Hitchcock 
(1881),  36  Ohio  St.  667.  6V.  Jack- 
son V.  Sligo  Manuf.  Co.  (1878),  1 
Lea,  210.  "No  stockholder  shall 
be  personally  liable  for  any  debt 
of  the  corporation  not  payable 
within  two  years  from  the  time 
it  is  contracted,  nor  unless  an  ac- 
tion for  its  collection  shall  be 
brought  against  the  corporation 
within  two  years  after  the  debt 
becomes  due;  and  no  action  shall 
be  brought  against  a  stockholder 
after  he  shall  have  ceased  to  be 
a  stockholder  in  any  such  com- 
pany, for  any  debt  of  the  corpora- 
tien,  unless  brought  within  two 
years  from  the  time  he  shall  have 
ceased  to  be  a  stockholder."  N.  Y. 
Laws  1890,  ch.  564,  §  58;  Handy 
V.  Draper  (1882),  89  N.  Y.  334; 
Hastings  v.  Drew,  76  N.  Y.  9; 
ShelKngton  v.  Howland,  53  N.  Y. 
371;  Freeland  v^.  McCulIough,  1 
Denio,  414,  426;  Veiler  v.  Brown, 
18  Hun,  571;  Fisher  v.  Marvin 
(1866)^  47  Barb.  159.     "The  lia- 
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A  stockholder  is  not  liable  for  debts  contracted  before  he  became 
a  member,  if  he  ceases  to  be  a  member  before  the  debt  becomes 
■due  and  action  is  brought  for  its  collection.^"  So  when  stock- 
holders are  liable  for  debts  of  the  corporation  for  which  promis- 
sory notes  were  issued,  they  are  discharged  by  the  cancellation 
-of  the  notes  and  the  issue  of  new  notes  in  payment  of  the  debt 
after  they  ceased  to  be  stockholders.'^  These  three  classes  of 
-statutes  and  the  decisions  construing  them,  thus  respectively,  in 
•effect,  favor  the  subsequent  transferee,  the  persons  who  are  stock- 
Tiolders  at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted,  and  the  creditor. 
§  604.  (d)  Liability  of  transferee  as  purchaser  of  forfeited 
stock. — Where  stockholders  of  a  bank,  in  good  faith,  for  value 
transferred  the  stock  to  the  cashier  and  instructed  him  to  transfer 
it  upon  the  stock-books,  which  he  failed  to  do,  they  are  under  the 
statutes  of  South  Carolina  held,  nevertheless,  liable  to  creditors 
of  the  bank  in  case  of  its  insolvency.'^  If  the  stock  has  been 
■only  partially  paid  for,  the  purchaser  at  a  forfeiture  sale  must 
pay  the  instalments  due  and  to  become  due,  and  if  he  fails  to  do 
so  the  shares  must  be  sold  again.'''  A  sale  of  stock  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  a  pledge,  is  not  open  to  the  charge 
that  it  was  done  in  fraud  of  creditors,  even  though  the  object 
of  the  pledgees  was  to  avoid  the  liability  imposed  by  the  national 
tanking  act.'* 

■bility  extends  to  all  persons  who  I.   342;    Prince  v.  Lynch,   38  Cal. 

■were  stockholders  when  the  debt  528,  99  Am.  Dec.  434,  and  note, 

sought   to   be    enforced   was    con-  si  Wheeler   v.    Faurot,    37   Ohio 

tracted,    and   also   to   all   persons  St.  26. 

-who  were  stockholders  when  the  82  White     v.     Commercial,     etc. 

liability  is  sought  to  be  enforced,  Bank  (1903),  45  S.' E.  94,  66  A.  C. 

although  they  may   have  become  491. 

such    since    the    debt    was    con-  ss  Sturges    v.    Stetson,    1    Biss. 

tracted,  but  it  does  not  extend  to  246,  251;   "Contributories  on  For- 

persons    who    had    become    stock-  felted   Shares,"   43   L.   T.   97.     In 

liolders,   after  the   debt   was   con-  England,    however,   it   is   enacted 

tracted,  and  had  ceased  to  be  such  that  the  purchaser  at  a  forfeiture 

before    the    debt   became    payable  sale  holds  the  shares   discharged 

and  action  was  brought."     Sayles  of  all  calls  due  prior  to  purchase. , 

V.  Bates   (1886),  15  R.  I.  342;   In  He  is  not  bound  to  see  to  the  ap- 

re    South    Mountain,    etc.    Mining  plication  of  the  purchase  money, 

Co.   (1881),  7  Sawy.  30;   Laing  v.  nor  is  his  title  to  be  affected  by 

Burley  (1882),  101  111.  591;  Brown  any   irregularity   in   the   proceed- 

v.  Hitchcock   (1881),  36  Ohio  St.  ings    in    reference    to    the    sale. 

«67;    Cleveland   v.    Burnham,    55  8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  33. 

Wis.  598.  siMagruder  v.  Colston,  44  Md. 

80  Holyoke  Bank  v.  Burnham,  65  349,  22  Am.  Rep.  47. 
Mass.  183;   Sayles  v.  Bates,  15  R. 
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§  604a.  Statutory  and  common  law  liability  distinguished 
as  to  the  effect  of  transfer. — There  are  three  classes  of  cases^ 
depending  upon  different  statutory  provisions,  regulating  the 
liability  of  stockholders  where  there  has  been  a  transfer  of  stock- 
It  may  be  stated  generally,  with  respect  to  the  common  law  lia- 
bility of  a  stockholder  upon  his  unpaid  subscription,  as  distin- 
guished from  statutory  liability,  that  a  stockholder  who  transfers, 
his  stock  or  surrenders  it  to  the  corporation  before  making  pay- 
ment thereon,  is  not  liable  to  a  creditor  of  the  corporation  whose 
demand  comes  into  existence  subsequently  to  the  surrender.*'* 
As  to  statutory  liability,  if  the  charter  or  act  under  which  the 
corporation  is  formed,  provides  simply  that  the  stockholders, 
shall  be  personally  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  they 
are  held  to  be  liable  only  for  those  contracted  at  the  time  they 
were  stockholders. *°  In  other  cases  construing  statutes  imposing 
liability  on  the  stockholders  for  "all  the  debts"  of  the  corporation, 
the  rule  is  that  the  liability  attaches  only  to  those  who  are  stock- 
holders at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and 
that  those  who  have  transferred  their  stock  before  that  time, 
even  though  they  held  it  at  the  time  the  indebtedness  was  con- 
tracted, are  released.*^  Where,  however,  statutory  liability  is 
imposed  upon  all  stockholders,  the  provision  includes  both  those 
who  were  stockholders  at  the  time  the  debt  was  incurred  and 
those  who  are  such  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  for  the 
collection  of  the  debt.*'  So,  in  an  action  to  enforce  the  liability 
under  a  charter  prov,ision  that  the  stockholders  of  a  bank  shall  be 
liable  to  the  amount  of  their  stock,  it  is  sufficient  if  it  appear 
that  the  defendant  was  a  stockholder  when  the  suit  was  brought, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  appear  that  he  was  a  stockholder 
also  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued.*"  And  stockholders  can 
not  be  released  on  the  simple  finding  that  they  did  not  own 
stock  when  the  indebtedness  was  incurred,  without  its  being 
found  that  the  stock  had  not  been  sold  by  the  corporation  prior  ta 
that  time.'"'     Even  under  such  a  statutory  provision  as  this,  how- 

85  Johnson   v.   Lullman,    15   Mo.      598;    Beming    v.    Bull,    10    Conn. 
App.  55;   Billings  V.  Robinson,  94      409. 

N.  Y.  415.  88  Brown  v.  Hitchcock,  36  Ohio 

86  Phillips      V.     Therasson,     11      St.    667;     Curtis    v.    Harlow,    12 
Hun,  141;  Tracy  v.  Yates,  18  Barb.      Met.  3. 

152;   Judson  v.  Rossie-Galena  Co.,  so  Root  v.   Sinnock    (1887),   120 

9  Paige,  598.  111.  350. 

87  Child  V.   Coffin,   17  Mass.   64;  so  Bonewitz  v.  Van  Wert  County 
Cleveland    v.    Burnham,    55    Wis.  Bank,  41  Ohio  St.  78. 


894  LIABILITf   OF    STOCKHOLDERS.  .[§  6045. 

ever,  one  is  not  held  liable  for  debts  contracted  before  he  became 
a  member,  where  he  has  also  disposed  of  his  stock  before  action 
was  commenced.'^  So,  a  stockholder  may  escape  personal  lia- 
bility on  the  plea  that  after  he  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the 
corporation,  the  note  sued  on  was  extinguished  by  the  giving  of 
a  new  one,  and  that  possession  of  the  old  note  was  obtained  by 
fraud.^^  In  New  York  under  the  General  Manufacturing  Act  of 
1848,°^  relating  to  the  liability  of  shareholders  for  the  debts  of 
manufacturing  corporations,  it  is  provided  that  they  shall  be 
liable  until  the  whole  amount  of  stock  shall  be  paid  in ;  and  it 
further  provides  that  the  stock  shall  be  paid  in  within  two  years ; 
but  it  is  held  that  a  creditor  having  an  unsatisfied  execution 
against  the  corporation,  is  not  obliged  to  wait  until  the  expiration 
of  the  two  years  before  proceeding  against  a  shareholder.'''  The 
liability  of  a  stockholder  on  unpaid  stock  of  an  insolvent  company, 
remains  unchanged,  although  the  judgments  against  the  corpora- 
tion, sought  to  be  enforced  against  him,  were  rendered  after  he 
became  a  stockholder."''  A  stockholder  in  a  manufacturing  cor- 
poration, the  capital  stock  of  which  has  not  been  paid  in,  can  not 
escape  liability  for  payments  falling  due  after  he  became  a  stock- 
holder, under  a  contract  made  before."" 

§  604b.  Stockholders'  liability  on  stock  issued  below  par. — 
An  active  solvent  corporation,  a  going  concern,  finding  its  original 
capital  impaired  by  loss  or  misfortune,  may  issue  new  stock,  and 
dispose  of  it  upon  the  markets,  for  the  best  price  that  can  be  ob- 
tained, for  the  purpose  of  recuperating  itself,  and  providing  for 
the  successful  prosecution  of  its  business,  and  such  sale  may  be 
by  way  of  issue  of  bonus  stock  thrown  in  with  bonds  as  induce- 
merit  to  bond  subscription,  and  so  long  as  the  transaction  is 
bona  fide  and  not  a  mere  cover  for  watering  stock,  and  the  con- 
sideration obtained  represents  the  actual  value  of  the  stock,  the 
courts  have  shown  no  disposition  to  disturb  it.  Such  a  transac- 
tion is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  that  holders  of  stock  in 
favor  of  creditors  must  respond  for  its  par  value."^ 

91  Holyoke  Bank  v.  Burnham,  11  Cf.  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564, 
Cush.    183;     Sayles    v.    Bates,    15      §§  57,  58. 

R.  I.  342.  ssshickle  v.   Watts    (1888),   94 

92  Wheeler   v.    Faurot,   37   Ohio      Mo.  410. 

St.  26.  96McMaster     v.     Davidson,     29 

93  N.   Y.   Laws   of  1848,   ch.   40,      Hun,  542. 

§  10.  sTHandley  v.  Stutz   (1890),  139 

94  King  V.  Duncan,  38  Hun,  461.      U.  S.  417;  New  Albany  v.  Burke, 

11  Wall.  97. 
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§  605.  Corporate  creditors  only,  can  enforce  statutory  liabil- 
ity of  shareholders. — The  statutory  liability  of  stockholders  is 
to  corporate  creditors  only,  and  not  to  the  corporation.  Neither 
the  directors  nor  a  receiver,  nor  an, assignee  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration, can  enforce  the  liability.^  As  to  payment  of  creditors' 
claims,  debts  for  unpaid  subscriptions  do  not  differ  from  other 
debts.  All  are  equally  assets  of  the  corporation  and  equally  subject 


1  Church  v.  Ayer  (1897),  80  Fed. 
543;  Runner  v.  Dwlggins  (1897), 
147  Ind.  238,  36  L.  R.  A.  645;  Col- 
ton  V.  Mayer  (1900),  90  Md.  711; 
Fidelity,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mechanics' 
Sav.   Bank    (1899),   97  Fed.   297; 


Hamilton,  etc.  Bank  v.  American, 
etc.  Co.  (Neb.  1902),  92  N.  W. 
189;  Evans  v.  Nellis  (1902),  187 
U.  S.  271;  Woodworth  v.  Bowles 
(1900),  61  Kan.  569,  60  Pac.  381. 
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to  the  payment  of  creditors'  claims.  As  regards  creditors,  there 
is  no  distinction  between  a  debt  due  for  stock,  and  any  other 
asset  which  may  form  a  part  of  the  property  of  the  corporation.'' 
A  creditor,  who  is  also  a  stockholder,  cannot,  at  law,  enforce 
the  liability.^ 

§  606.  Remedies  at  law  and  in  equity. — It  has  been  held 
that,  where  stockholders  are  in  default  after  calls  regularly  made, 
a  judgment  creditor  of  the  corporation  has  a  complete  remedy  at 
law,  and  therefore  will  not,  in  the  absence  of  some  special  circum- 
stance, be  allowed  to  proceed  in  equity.*  So  in  the  case  of  a  bank 
whose  stockholders  are  subject  to  a  personal  liability  for  losses. 
"As  to  the  trust  funds  and  saving  funds  deposited,"  individual 
creditors  seeking  to  enforce  this  liability,  at  law,  may  be  enjoined 
from  prosecuting  such  suits  at  the  instance  of  the  whole  body  of 
creditors  interested.'^  Where  the  liability  of  stockholders  is  sev- 
eral, an  action  at  law  cannot  be  maintained,  unless  expressly  pro- 
vided by  statute,  to  enforce  the  statutory  liability  of  the  stock- 
holders, in  which  they  are  all  joined,  but  each  creditor  has  his. 
remedy  against  each  stockholder."  Under  the  Manufacturing 
Company's  Act  of  Illinois,  the  creditor's  remedy  is  held  to  be 
clearly  in  equity,'  though  there  was  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
bill  in  equity  would  lie ;  yet  in  case  the  corporation  is  insolvent, 
and  the  corporate  creditors  numerous,  a  bill  in  equity  is  the  proper 
remedy.^  In  Minnesota  an  action  to  enforce  the  individual  lia- 
bility of  a  stockholder  in  a  manufacturing  corporation,  in  a  case 
not  falling  within  the  provisions  of  the  general  statutes  of  that 
.State  relating  to  fraud,  etc.,  must  be  in  the  nature  of  a  syit  ira 
equity,  prosecuted  by,  or  in  behalf  of,  all  creditors,  and  against 
the  corporation  and  all  the  stockholders  upon  whom  the  liability 
rests."   Two  or  more  creditors  may  join  in  an  equitable  action  to  en- 


2  Upton  V.  Tribilcock,  91  U..  S.  Shareholders,"  12  Sol.  J.  &  Rep. 
45;    Morgan  County  v.  Allen,   103  92,  111. 

U.  S.  498.  =  Eames  v.  Doris,  102  111.  350. 

3  Thayer  v.  Union  Tool  Co.,  70  « Abbott  v.  Aspinwall,  26  Barb. 
Mass.  75  (1855);  Thompson  v.  202;  Morrow  v.  Superior  Court,  64 
Meisser   (1884),  108  111.  359;   Mat-  Cal.  383. 

hez   V.    Neides    (1878),    72    N.    Y.  7  Rounds  v.  McCormick,  114  III. 

100.  252;   Harper  v.  Union  Manuf.  Co.,^ 

1  Allen   V.    Montgomery    R.    Co.,  110  111.  222;  Low  v.  Buchanan,  94 

11  Ala.  437.     Ct-  "Proceedings  by  111.  76. 

Scire  Facias  Against  Members  of  s  Tunesma  v.   Schuttler    (1885), 

Corporations,"   38   Leg.    Obs.   117;  114  111.  156. 

"Scire    Facias    Against    Railway  » Johnson  v.   Fischer,   30  Minn. 
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force  the  statutory  liability  of  shareholders.^"  Where,  as  by  the  laws 
of  Ohio,  the  stockholders  of  a  corporation  organized  thereunder, 
are  individually  liable  to  the  amount  of  their  stock,  this  liability  is 
collateral,  to  be  resorted  to  by  creditors  only  in  case  of  the  in- 
solvency of  the  corporation,-  or  when  payment  can  not  be  en- 
forced against  it  by  the  ordinary  process.^^  A  joint  action  may  be 
brought  to  recover  from  stockholders  of  an  insolvent  corporation 
the  amount  of  a  debt  due  from  the  corporation,  and  the  judg- 
ment may  be  so  framed  as  to  apportion  their  liability  ;^^  but  in  a 
suit  by  a  creditor  to  enforce  a  stockholder's  individual  liability 
for  a  corporate  debt,  it  is  not  necessary  to  join  all  the  creditors  of 
the  corporation,  nor  all  the  stockholders.^"  A  bill  having-  been 
brought  originally  by  one  who,  with  the  assistance  of  others,  buys 
up  the  whole  of  the  company's  indebtedness,  and  has  it  assigned  to 
himself  in  trust  for  himself  and  the  others,  an  amendment  joining 
the  other  purchasers  as  complainants  was  held  to  be  allowable.^* 
§  607.  Creditors'  remedy  by  action  at  law. — An  action  for 
recovery  of  debts  due  by  stockholders  upon  subscription  to  the 
capital  stock,  may  be  at  law,  but  the  most  favored  remedy  by 
creditors  is  by  bill  in  equity,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  discovery. 
It  is  the  only  remedy  in  case  of  stock  issued  as  "full-paid  up," 
where  no  money  or  property  consideration  has  been  paid  for  the 
stock. .  The  creditor  should  file  his  bill  also  in  the  name  of  all 
other  creditors  who  may  wish  to  become  parties  plaintiff.  Stock- 
holders made  defendants,  are  entitled  to  have  all  others  made 
their  co-defendants  for  the  purpose  of  general  account,  and  to  en- 
force from  them  contribution  in  proportion  to  their  shares  of 
stock.^°  It  has  been  said  that  no  one  creditor  can  assume  that 
he- alone  is  entitled  to  what  any  stockholder  owes,  and  sue  at 
law  so  as  to  appropriate  it  exclusively  to  himself.'^"  But  the 
weight  of  authority  appears  to  be  that  after  unpaid  subscriptions 
have  been  called,  any  one  creditor  may  sue  at  law  and  recover 

173,   construing  Minn.  Gen.   Stat.,  is  Calumet  Paper  Co.  v.   Stotts, 

ch.  34,  §  9.  etc.    Co.     (1895),    96    Iowa,    147; 

loHickllng   v.    Wilson,    104    111.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pekvey  (1896), 

54  (1882).  75  Fed.  154;  Handley  v.  Stutz,  137 

"Nimick  V.  Mingo  Iron  Works  XJ.  S.  366   (1890);  Umsted  v.  Bus- 

Co.,-25  W.  Va.  184.  kirk  (1866),  17  Ohio  St.  114. 

12  Overmyer  v.  Cannon,  82  Ind.  is  Lane's  Appeal,  105  Pa.  St.  49, 

457.  51    Am.    Rep.    166;    Patterson    v. 

laBrundage      v.       Monumental  Lynde,  106  XT.   S.  519.     Of.  Perry 

Gold  &  Mining  Co.,  12  Oreg.   322.  v.  Little,  101  U.  S.  216. 

i*Aultman's  Appeal,  98  Pa.  St. 
505. 
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the  whole  amount  due  from  any  one  or  more  shareholders.^'  He 
need  not  join  all  the  creditors  nor  all  the  shareholders  of  the 
corporation  as  parties  plaintiif  and  defendant  to  his  action.^'  A 
corporate  creditor  may  attach  so  much  of  an  unpaid  subscription 
as  has  been  called.^"  And  a  sole  corporate  creditor  in  whose 
favor  judgment  has  been  rendered,  may  maintain  an  action 
against  shareholders,  who  have  in  their  possession  the  assets  of 
the  corporation,  and  may  seek  a  discovery,  as  against  the  cor- 
poration, of  the  names  of  such  shareholders  as  have  been  with- 
held from  him.''" 

§  608.  Creditors'  remedy  by  bill  in  equity. — ^A  bill  in  equity 
is  the  creditors'  proper  remedy,'"'^'  and  the  only  remedy  in  the 
federal  courts.^°l'    It  is  settled  in  New  York  that  no  separate  ac- 

iT  Faull  V.  Alaska,  etc.  Mining 
Co.,  8  Sawy.  420;  Wilbur  v.  Stock- 
holders, 18  Bankr.  Reg.  178;  Bank 
of  Poughkeepsie  v.  Ibbotson,  24 
Wend.  479;  Bank  of  the  United 
States  v.  Dallam,  4  Dana,  574; 
Allen  V.  Montgomery,  etc.  R.  Co.., 
11  Ala.  437;  McCarthy  v.  Lav- 
asche,  89  111.  270,  31  Am.  Rep.  83; 
White  V.  Blum,  4  Neb.  555.  Gf. 
Holmes  V.  Sherwood,  3  McCrary, 
405,  16  Fed.  Rep.  725;  Coming  v. 
Mohawk  Valley  Ins.  Co.,  11  How. 
Pr.  191.  And  see  Van  Buren  v. 
Chenango  Ins.  Co.,  12  Barb.  675. 

18  Brundage  v.  Monumental,  etc. 
Co.,  12  Oreg.  322.  "The  creditors 
of  the  corporation  are  seeking 
satisfaction  out  of  the  assets  of 
the  company  to  which  the  defend- 
ants are  debtors.  If  the  debts  at- 
tached are  sufficient  to  pay  their 
demands,  the  creditors  need  look 
no  further.  They  are  not  bound 
to  settle  up  all  the  affairs  pf  this 
corporation,  and  the  equity  be- 
tween its  various  stockholders  or 
partners,  corporators  or  debtors.** 
Ogilvie  V.  Knox  Ins.  Co.  (1859), 
22  How.  380. 

19  Curry  v.  Woodward,  53  Ala. 
371;  Bingham  v.  Cushing,  5  Ala. 
403;  Brown  v.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  3 
La.  Ann.  177;  Hannah  v.  ^Moberly 
Bank,  67  Mo.  678;  Simpson  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 71  Mo.  594;  Bunn's  Appeal, 
105    Pa.    St.    49;    Bank    of    the 


United  States  v.  Dallam  (1836),  4 
Dana,  574;  Allen  v.  Montgomery, 
etc.  R.  Co.  (1847),  11  Ala.  437; 
Faull  V.  Alaska,  etc.  Mining  Co. 
(1883),  8-  Sawy.  420;  Wilbur  v. 
Stockholders,  18  Bankr.  Reg. 
178;  White  v.  Blum  (1876),  4 
Neb.  555;  McCarty  v.  Lavasche,  89 
111.  270  (1878) ;  Hays  v.  Lycoming, 
etc.  Co.,  99  Pa.  St.  621;  Meints  v. 
East  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  89  111.  48. 
See,  also,  Dean  v.  Biggs,  25  Hun, 
122;  Coalfield  Coal  Co.  v.  Peck, 
98  111.  139.  Cf.  Rand  v.  White 
Mountain  R.  Co.,  40  N.  H.  79; 
Hughes  V.  Oregonian  Ry.  Co.,  11 
Oreg.  158;  Peterson  v.  Sinclair,  83 
Pa.  St.  250;  Langford  v.  Ottumwa 
Water  Power  Co.,  59  Iowa,  283; 
In  re  Glen  Iron  Works,  20  Fed. 
Rep.  674,  17  Fed.  Rep.  324;  Chand- 
ler V.  Siddle,  10  N.  B.  R.  236; 
Bank  of  Poughkeepsie  v.  Ibbot- 
son (1840),  24  Wend.  479;  Holmes 
V.  Sherwood  (1881),  3  McCrary, 
405,  16  Fed.  Rep.  725;  Corning  v. 
Mohawk  Valley  Ins.  Co.  (1855),  11 
How.  Pr.  191;  Van  Buren  v.  Che- 
nango Ins.  Co.  (1852),  12  Barb. 
675. 

20  Brewer     v.     Michigan     Salt 
Assn.,  58  Mich.  351. 

20a  Johnston  v.  Markle,  etc.  Co. 
(1893),  153  Pa.  St.  189. 

20b  Brown    v.    Fisk    (1885),    23 
Fed.  228. 
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tion  by  a  creditor  against  a  single  stockholder  to  enforce  the  stat- 
utory liability  can  be  maintained,  but  that  the  action  must  be  in. 
equity  against  all  stockholders  similarly  situated."  The  proper 
form  of  action  to  enfoirce  a  statutory  liability  of  stockholders  for 
corporate  debts  is  by  bill  in  equity."  The  creditor  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation  can  sue  only  in  equity  for  benefit  of  all  the 
creditors  and  against  all  the  stockholders.^^  If  there  are  other 
creditors,  they  must  be  allowed  to  come  in.=*  When  the  legal 
assets  of  a  corporation  are  insuii^cient  to  meet  the  demands  of  its 
creditors,  they  may  inv9ke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  compel 
the  payment  of  the  balance  due  upon  subscriptions  to  the  capital 
stock^'  by  a  bill  making  defendants  the  corporation  and  all  the  sol- 
vent stockholders,  knowrn  to  the  plaintiff,  writhin  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,'''    (except  where  this  will  be  excused   upon  an 

34;  Faull  v.  Alaska  Mining,  etc, 
Co.  (1883),  8  Sawy.  420;  Stephens 
V.  Fox  (1881),  83  N.  Y.  313;  Day- 
ton V.  Borst  (1865),  31  N.  Y.  435; 
Gillet  V.  Moody,  5  Barb.  179,  3 
N.  Y.  479;  Bank  of  the  United 
States  V.  Dallam  (1836),  4  Dana, 
574;  Bank  of  Virginia  y.  Adams, 
1  Pars.  Sel.  Cas.  534;  Crawford 
V.  Rohrer  (1-882),  59  Md.  599; 
Stinson  v.  Williams,  35  Ga.  170; 
Adler  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.  Co.,  13 
Wis.,  57  (1860);  Curry  v.  Wood- 
ward (1875),  53  Ala.  371;  Glenn 
v.  Semple,  80  Ala.  159,  60  Am. 
Rep.  92,  94;  Wincock  v.  Turpln 
(1880),  96  111.  135;  Bassett  v.  St. 
Alban's  Hotel  Co.,  47  Vt.  313; 
Ward  V.  Griswoldville  Manuf.  Co. 
(1844),  16  Conn.  593;  Lane's  Ap- 
peal, 105  Pa.  St.  49;  and  cases 
cited  in  the  next  note.  A  case  for 
equitable  relief  is  made  out  by  a 
creditor's  bill  against  the  •  share- 
holders of  a  corporation,  which 
alleges  that  tire  corporation  is  in- 
solvent, that  the  shareholders  are 
subject  to  personal  liability,  and 
that  the  assets  are  being  wasted 
by  the  Institution  of  separate 
suits  at  law  by  many  creditors. 
Tunesma  v.  Schuttler,  114  111.  156.. 
28  Morgan  v.  New  York,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  10  Paige,  290,  40  Am.  Dec. 
244;    Coleman  v.    White,   14   Wis. 


21  Wellington  v.  Continental  & 
Const.  Imp.  Co.  (1889),  52  Hun, 
408. 

22  Andrews  v.  Bacon,  38  Fed. 
Rep.  777. 

23  Reed  V.  Burg  (Neb.  1903),  96 
N.  W.  414;  Fremont,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Storey  (Neb.  1903),  96  N.  W.  416. 

24  Hallett  v.  Metropolitan,  etc. 
Co.  (1902),  69  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
258;  Welch  v.  Sargent  (1899),  127 
Cal.  72;  Bailey  v.  Pittsburg,  etc. 
R.  R.  (1891),  139  Pa.  St.  213; 
Van  Pelt  v.  Gardner  (1898).  54 
Neb.  701. 

25  "Petition  In  Bankruptcy 
Against  Officers  and  Stockhold- 
ers," 11  Alb.  L.  X  155;  Chandler 
v.  Slddle,  10  Bankr.  Reg.  236; 
Myers  v.  Seeley,  10  Bankr.  Reg. 
411;  Ogilvie  v.  Knox  Ins.  Co.,  22 
How.  380  (1859);  Salman  v.  Ham- 
borough  Co.,  1  Cas.  In  Ch.  (Eng.) 
204;  Henry  v.  Vermillion,  etc. 
Turnpike  Co.  (1848),  17  Ohio, 
187;  Miers  v.  Zanesville,  etc. 
Turnpike  Co.  (1842),  11  Ohio,  273; 
Bank  of  Cincinnati,  8  Ohio,  62, 
71;  Judson  v.  Rossie-Galena  Co. 
(1842),  9  Paige,  598;  Van  Pelt  v. 
United  States,  etc.  Co.  (1872),  13 
Abb.  Prac.  (N.  S.)  331;  Hammond 
V.  Hudson  River,  etc.  Co.  (1854), 
11  How.  Pr.  33;  Louisiana  Paper 
Co.   V.   Waples    (1877),   3   Woods, 
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allegation  that  the  number  is  too  great,)  ^^  and  so  framed  as  to 
admit,  as  plaintiffs',  all  other  creditors  who  may  wish  to  come  in.^* 
If  the  other  creditors  do  not  elect  to  join,  it  is  immaterial,  for,  al- 
though proper  parties  to  the  suit,  they  are  not  necessary  parties.'" 
When  one  such  bill  has  been  filed,  the  court  will  not  allow  other 
creditors  to  file  similar  bills,  but  will  require  them  all  to  join  in 
one  proceeding.'"  The  creditor  of  an  insolvent  corporation  can 
sue  to  collect  unpaid  subscriptions,  only  in  equity  and  for  benefit 


700,  80  Am.  Dec.  797;  Ericson  v. 
Nesmith,  46  N.  H.  371,  77  Am. 
Dec.  78;  Hightower  v.  Thornton, 
8  Ga.  486,  52  Am.  Dec.  41-2;  "Rem- 
edy in  Equity  of  Creditor  Against 
Sliareholders  of  Foreign  Corpora- 
tion," by  Gideon  D.  Bantz,  21 
Cent.  L.  J.  90;  Germantown,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Fitler,  60  Pa.  St.  124, 
100  Am.  Dec.  546;  Wincock  v. 
Turpin,  96  111.  135:  Harmon  v. 
Page  (1882),  62 ,  Cal.  448;  Sher- 
wood V.  Buffalo,  etc.  R.  Co.,  12 
How.  Pr.  137  (1855);  Hatch  v. 
Dana  (1879),  101  U.  S.  205; 
Sanger  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  56,  60; 
Marsh  v.  Burroughs  (1871),  1 
Woods,  463;  Holmes  v.  Sherwood 
(1881),  16  Fed.  Rep.  725;  Stevens 
V.  Fox  (1881),  83  N.  Y.  313,  17 
Hun,  435;  Pfohl  v.  Simpson,  74 
N.  Y.  137  (1878);  Griffith  v. 
Mangam,  73  N.  Y.  611;  Mathez  v. 
Neidig,  72  N.  Y.  100;  Crease  v. 
Bahcock,  10  Met.  525;  Wetherbee 
V.  Baker,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  501;  Um- 
sted  V.  Buskirk,  17  Ohio  St.  113; 
Carpenter  v.  Marine  Bank,  14  ' 
Wis.  705;  Mann  v.  Pentz,  3  N.  Y. 
_415;  Masters  v.  Rossie,  etc.  Min- 
ing Co.,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  301;  Walsh 
V.  Memphis,  etc.  R.  Co.,  2  Mc- 
Crary,  156;  Vick  v.  Lane,  56  Miss. 
681;  Hadley  v.  Russell,  40  N.  H. 
109;  Pierce  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.  Co., 
38  Wis.  250;  Dalton,  etc,  R.  Co. 
V.  McDaniell  (1876),  56  Ga.  191; 
Hightower  v.  Thornton,  8  Ga. 
506;  Curry  v.  Woodward,  33  Ala. 
371;  Allen  v.  Montgomery,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1847),  11  Ala.  437;  Craw- 
ford V.  Rohrer,  59  Md.  599;  Perry 
V.  Little,  101  U.  S.  216;  Wilbur  v. 


Stockholders,  18  Bankr.  Reg.  178; 
Pollard  V.  Bailey,  20  Wall.  520; 
Smith  V.  Huckabee,  53  Ala.  191; 
Jones  V.  Jarman,  34  A,rk.  323; 
Harris  v.  First  Parish  in  Dor- 
chester, 23  Pick.  112;  Knowlton 
V.  Ackley,  8  Cush.  93;  Spear  t. 
Grant,  16  Mass.  9;  Hodges  v.  Sil- 
ver Hill  Mining  Co.,  9  Greg.  200. 

27  Vick  V.  Lane,  56  Miss.  681, 
684.  Of.  Bonewitz  v.  "Van  Wert 
Co.  Bank,  41  Ohio  St.  78.  A  bill 
will  not  be  held  defective  merely 
because  it  fails  to  make  all  the 
delinquent  stockholders  parties  de- 
fendant. Hatch  V.  Dana,  10  U.  S. 
205;  Ogilvie  v.  Knox  Ins.  Co.,  22 
How.  380;  Marsh  v.  Burroughs,  1 
Woods,  463;  Holmes  V.  Sherwood, 
3  McCraTy,  405;  Griffith  v.  Man- 
gam,  73  N.  Y.  611;  Bartlett  v. 
Drew,  37  N.  Y.  587;  Glenn  v.  Wil- 
liams, 60  Md.  93;  Brundage  v. 
Monumental,  etc.  Mining  Co.,  12 
Oreg.  322.  Cf.  .Von  Schmidt  v. 
Huntington,  1  Cal.  55;  Lamar  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Gulick,  102  111.  41. 

28  Patterson  v.  Lynde,  106  U.  S. 
519;  Perry  v.  Lyttle,  101  U.  S. 
216;  Brown  v.  Fiske,  23  Fed.  Rep. 
228;  Holmes  v.  Sherwood,  3  Mc- 
Crary,  405;  Pollard  v.  Bailey,  20 
Wall.  520;  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  17 
Wall.  610. 

29  Hatch  V.  Dana,  101  U.  S.  205; 
Marsh  v.  Burroughs,  1  Woods, 
463;  Crease  v.  Babcock,  10  Met. 
525.  Cf.  Adler  v.  Milwaukee,  etc. 
Co.,  13  Wis.  57. 

so  Crease  v.  Babcock,  10  Met. 
525.  But  see  Perry  v.  Turner,  55 
Mo.  418. 
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of  all  the  creditors  and  against  all  the  stockholders.'^  Unsecured 
creditors  of  a  corporation,  having  failed  to  collect  their  debts  from 
the  corporation,  have  their  remedy  against  its  stockholders,  either 
by  compelling  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  unpaid  subscrip- 
tions to  the  capital  stock;  thus  creating  a  fund  for  the  satisfaction 
of  all  the  corporate  debts  ratably,  or  by  enforcing  the  liability 
imposed  by  the  charter  or  other  statutory  provisions  affecting  the 
corporation."-  A  creditor,  however,  can  not  maintain  an  action 
at  law  for  the  payment  of  subscriptions,  because  subscription  to 
the  capital  stock  is  a  contract  between  the  corporation  and  the 
subscriber,  and.  an  amount  due  on  the  subscription  is  a  debt  due 
to  the  corporation  and  not  to  its  creditors,  between  whom  and 
the  stockholders  no  privity  exists  as  to  the  contract.''  But  equity, 
at  the  instance  of  creditors  of  an  insolvent  commercial  corpora- 
tion, will  compel  a  subscriber  to  the  stock  to  make  payments  ac- 
cording to  his  contract  with  the  corporation.'*  And  this  liability 
for  unpaid  subscription,  is  several  and  not  joint,  there  being  no 
rule  at  common  law  imposing  upon  stockholders  an  individual 
liability  for  corporate  debts.'^  Direct  personal  liability  to  the 
corporate  creditors  can  attach  to  stockholders  only  by  constitu- 
tional or  statutory  provision.'"  This  obligation  is  not  in  the 
nature  of  a  penalty,  but  is  assumed  to  exist  in  the  implied  contract 
entered  into  by  the  individual  in  becoming  a  stockholder.'' 

31  Reed  v.  Burg  (Nebi  1903),  96  3,  129,  450,  and  22  Leg.  Obs.  40,  a 
N.  W.  414;  Fremont,  etc.  Co.  v.  series  of  articles;  "Liability  of 
Storey  (Neb.  1903),  96  N.  W.  416.  Shareholders     and     Directors     of 

32  Halderman  v^  Ainslie,  82  Ky.  Joint-stock  Companies,"  6  L.  T. 
395;  "Bankruptcy  &  Winding  Up,"  138  and  552. 

67  L.  f.  Ill;  "Liability  of  Share-  34  Harmon  v.  Page,  62  Cal.  448. 

holders  &  Officers  of  Manufactur-  Cf.  "Creditors  and  Shareholders," 

ing  Companies,"  22   L.  Rep.  736;  11  Sol.  J.  &  Rep.  170. 

"How  to  Become  a  Contributory,"  35  Seymour  v.  Sturgess,  26  N.  Y. 

8    L.     J.     73;     "Liquidators    and  134;    Freeland    v.    McCullough,    1 

Shareholders  in  Court,"  22   Jour.  Denio,  414;  Gray  v.  Coffin,  9  Gush. 

Jur.  641;  "Assignments  by  Corpo-  192;      Thompson's      Liability     of 

ration,"  by  James  L.  High,  3  So.  Stockholders,     §     4;      Angell     & 

L.  Rev.  (N.  S.)  553.  Ames  on  Corp.,  §§  591,  595. 

33  Patterson  v.  Lynde,  106  U.  S.  36  Reid  v.  Batonton  Manuf.  Co., 
519;  Brown  v.  Fish,  23  Fed.  Rep.  40  Ga.  98;  Vincent  v.  Chapman,  10 
228;  Spear  v.  Grant,  16  Mass.  9.  Gill  &  J.  279;  Lowry  v.  Inman,  46 
Cf.  "Insolvency'  of  Railway  Com-  N.  Y.  119. 

panics,"  9  Sol.  J.  &  Rep.  301,  and  s'  Flash  v.  Conn,  109  U.  S.  371; 

11  Sol.  J.  &  Rep.  44  and  374;  "Law  Carrol    v.    Green,    92    U.    S.    50£f; 

of  Joint-stock  Companies  in  Rela-  Blakeman  v.  Benton,  9  Mo.  App. 

tion  to  Bankruptcy,"  21  Leg.  Obs.  107. 
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§  609.  Enforcement  of  the  liability  in  equity. — Of  the  de- 
lays and  expense  of  proceedings  in  equity,  the  court  said,  in  an 
Ohio  case:  "By  reason  of  the  great  number  of  stockholders,  the 
frequent  transfer  of  stock,  the  decease  of  parties,  and  of  other 
causes,  delays — vexatious,  expensive,  and  almost  interminable — 
seem  to  be  inevitable  in  all  such  proceedings ;  so  mtich  so',  indeed, 
that  such  liability  has  grown  to  be  looked  upon  as  furnishing  next 
to  no  security  at  all  for  the  debts  of  corporations."'*  If  is  often 
held  that  proceedings  can  be  brought  only  in  equity,  and  that 
they  are  exclusive  of  all  other  remedies.''  In  case  many  suits 
are  brought  to  enforce  the  statutory  liability,  the  court  in  equity 
will  enjoin  all  but  one  suit,  and  proceed  in  that  one  for  the 
benefit  of  all.*"  As  to  the  extent  and  character  of  the  stockholder's 
statutory  liability,  the  court  will  follow  the  laws  and  decisions  of 
the  State  in  which  the  corporation  was  created.*^  A  State  may 
constitutionally  provide  by  statute  that  the  liability  of  stockholders 
of  foreign  corporations  doing  business  in  the  State  shall  be  the 
same  as  the  liability  of  stockholders  of  its  domestic  corporations.*^ 
§  5 10.  Whether  the  remedy  in  equity  is  exclusive. — In  sev- 
eral States  it  is  held  that  the  creditor's  remedy  on  the  statutory 
liability  is  in  equity  alone.*'  In  New  York  there  are  cases  seem- 
ing to  hold  that,  where  there  is  a  remedy  in  equity,  it  is  conclu- 
sive.** So  where,  in  South  Carolina,  the  charter  of  a  bank  pro- 
as Mason  V.  Alexander  (1886),  law  upon  the  statutory  liability 
44  Ohio  St.  318.  is  not  exclusive  of  the  equitable 

39  Waller  v.  Hamer  (Kan.  remedy.  Culver  v.  Third  Nat. 
1902),  69  Pac.  185;  Foster  v.  Pos-  Bank  (1871),  64,111.  528;  Grund 
som  (189S),  105  "Wis.  99;  Marshall  v.  Tucker  (1869),  5  Kan.  70; 
v.  Sherman  (1895),  148  N.  Y.  9;  Perry  v.  Turner  (1874),  55  Mo. 
Harper  v.  Carroll  (1896),  66  418;  Norris  v.  Johnson  (1871),  34 
Minn.  487;  Western,  etc.  Bank  v.  Md.  485,  489;  Matthews  v.  Albert 
Reckless   (1899),  96  Fed.  70.  (1866),  24  Md.  527.    Cf.  Weeks  v. 

40  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Flint  Love  (1872),  50  N.  Y.  568;  Story 
(1896),  5  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  263.  v.  Purman   (1862),  25  N.  Y.  214; 

"  Fowler  v.  Lamson  (1893),  146  Garrison  v.  Howe  (1858),  17  N.  Y. 

111.  472,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  163.  458;  Bank  of  the  United  States  v. 

42Pinney  v.  Nelson   (1901),  183  Dallam  (1836),  4  Dana,  574;  Van 

U.  S.  144.  Hook  V.   Whitlock,    3   Paige,    409 

*3  Smith  V.  Huckabee  (1875),  53  (1832) ;   Bank  of  Poughkeepsie  v. 

Ala.  191;    Perkins  v.   Sanders,  56  Ibbotson    (1840),    24   Wend.   473; 

Miss.  733;  Barnes  v.  Doris  (1882),  Masters  v.  Rossie  Lead  Mining  Co. 

102   111.   350;    Patterson  v.  Lynde  (1845),  2  Sandf.  Ch.  301;  Pfohl  v. 

(1882),    106   U.    S.   519;    Garrison  Simpson    (1878),    74    N.    Y.    137; 

V.    Howe    (1858),   17   N.   Y.   458;  Eames   v.   Doris    (1882),   102   111. 

Brundage     v.     Monumental,     etc.  350. 

Mining  Co.    (1885),  12  Oreg.  322.  44  Morgan  v.  New  York    etc.  R. 

But  in  many  states  the  action  a^  Co.    (1843),  10  Paige,   290;    Sher- 
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vided  that  upon  the  failure  of  the  bank  each  stockholder  shall  be 
liable  and  held  bound  for  any  sum  not  exceeding  twice  the  amount 
of  his  shares,  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
that  a  suit  in  equity  by  or  on  behalf  of  all  the  creditors,  is  the 
only  appropriate  mode  of  enforcing  the  liability  incurred  by  such 
a  failure.*"  Accordingly,  in  the  United  States  courts,  under  a 
statute  making  the  persons  and  property  of  the  stockholders  lia- 
ble for  notes  iri  proportion  to  the  number  of  shares  that  each 
individual  may  hold,  the  remedy  is  exclusively  in  equity.*®  And 
a  claim  against  stockholders  upon  a  liability  imposed  by  statute^ 
can  not  be  joined  in  one  bill  in  equity  with  a  claim  against  the 
directors  of  the  company,  although  the  two  claims  are  derived 
from  the  same  statute  ;*^  but  an  action  to  enforce  statutory  liability 
may  be  joined  with  an  action  to  collect  unpaid  subscriptions.^' 
An  action  by  a  creditor  against  the  corporation  and  delinquent 
stockholders  may  be  maintained  in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  who 
wish  to  join  him,  even  when  a  creditor's  bill  has  been  abolished.*" 
§6ii.  Enforcement  of  statutory  liability  created  by  laws 
6f  another  State. — Formerly  the  state  courts,  following  the 
lead  of  Massachusetts,  refused  to  enforce,  a  statutory  liability  of 
stockholders  incurred  in  another  State,  and  declined  to  aid  the 
corporate  creditors  of  the  foreign  corporation,  as  against  resident 

wood  V.  Buffalo,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1855),  v.     Burroughs,     1    Woods,     463; 

12  How.  Pr.   136;    Hinds  v.  Can-  Holmes  v.   Sherwood,  3  McCrary, 

andaigua,   etc.   R.   Co.    (1855),  10  405,  16  Fed.  Rep.  725. 
How.  Pr.  487 ;   Courtois  v.  Harrl-  "  Cambridge    Water    Works    v. 

son  (1856),  12  How.  Pr.  359.  Somerville  Dyeing,  etc.  Co.  (1859), 

45  Terry    v.    Little    (1879),    101  14    Gray,   193;     Pope   v..  Leonard 

U.  S.  216.  (1874),  115  Mass.  286.   ' Cf.  Wiles 

« Mills  V.  Scott  (1878),  99  U.  S.  v.  Suydam   (1876);  64  N.  y'.  173; 

25;    Terry  v.  Tubman    (1875),   92  Douglass    v.    Ireland    (1878),    73 

XJ.   S.   156;    Pollard  v.^  Bailey,   20  N.    Y.    100. 

Wall.   520    (1874);    Cuykendall   v.  48  Warner  v.   Callender    (1870), 

Miles    (1882),   10   Fed.   Rep.   342;  20   Ohio   St.   190. 
Patterson  v.  Lynde  (1882),  106  U.  ^oAdler  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.  Man- 

S.  ,519.     Cf.    Revised    Statutes    of  uf.  Co.  (1860),  13  Wis.  57;  Wilbur 

the  United  States,   §  737;   Ogilvie  v.    Stockholders,    18    Bankr.    Reg. 

V.   Knox   Insurance   Co.,   22   How.  178;      Ogilvie    v.    Knox    Ins.    Co. 

380;    Sawyer  v.   Hoag    (1873),   17  (1859),  22  How.  380.    A  receiver 

Wall.    610;      Terry    v.    Anderson  may  be  appointed  and  the  decree 

(1877),  95  U.  S.  628,  635;   Hatch  affords   proportional    relief  to  all 

V.    Dana    (1879),   101    IT.   S.    275;  the  parties.     Dalton,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 

Terry  v.  Little    (1879),  101  U.  S.  McDaniel  (1876),  56  Ga.l91:  Wil- 

216;    County  of  Morgan  v.  Allen  bur    v.    Stockholders,    18    Bankr. 

(1880),  103  IT.  S.  498;   Bullard  v.  Reg.  178;  Ogilvie  v.  Knox  Ins.  Co.. 

Bell  (1817),  1  Mason,  243;  Wood  (1859),  22  How.  380. 
V.  Dummer,  3  Mason,  309;  Marsh 
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Stockholders ;  also  the  lower  federal  courts,  in  some  cases,  held  to 
the  same  effect,  but  latterly  they  have  on  the  contrary  sustained 
the  right  to  maintain  such  suits ;  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  1900,^°  reversed  the  Rhode  Island  Supreme 
Court,  and  sustained  the  right  of  a  creditor  of  a  Kansas  corpora- 
tion to  hold  one  of  its  stockholders,  in  a  Rhode  Island  court, 
liable  to  the  enforcement  of  the  statutory  liability  under  the 
Kansas  statute;  and  the  recent  decisions  of  many  States  are  to 
the  same  effect,  though  till  recently  they  held  the  reverse.^^  In 
cases  where  it  is  deemed  necessary  to  obtain  a  judgment  against 
the  corporation  before  creditors  can  sue  on  the  liability  of  stock- 
holders upon  their  unpaid  subscriptions,  the  judgment  must  be 
had  in  the  State  of  the  company's  domicile.^^  When  the  statutory  1 
liability  of  stockholders  is  an  obligation  in  the  nature  of  a  con- 
tract, the  remedy  thereon  may  be  pursued  in  a  State  other  than 
that  in  which  the  corporation  is  created.'^  But  when  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  penalty,  it  can  not  be  enforced  in  a  foreign  State.^*  ' 
Where  judgment,  and  execution  nulla  bona  are  obtained  in  the 
domestic  State,  they  need  not  be  repeated  upon  bringing  suit  in 
another  State  to  enforce  the  liability  there. ^'^ 

§  612.     Parties  plaintiff. — A  debt  due  from  the  corporation 
is  not  a  debt  due  from  the  stockholders.     The  contract  of  sub- 
so  Hancock,    etc.    Bank   v.    Far-      St.   Rep.   611;    Sanigan  v.   Nortii 
num,  176  U.   S.  640.  (1901),  69  Ark.  62. 

51 :6ell   V.   Farwell    (1898),    176  52  Barclay  v.   Tallman,   4   Edw. 

III.  489,  42  L.  R.  A.  804;  Pfaff  v.  Chan.  128;  Murray  v.  Vanderbilt, 
Gruen  (Mo.  1902),  69  S.  W.  405;  39  Barb.  147;  Bank  of  Virginia  v. 
Love  v.  Pusey,  etc.  Co.  (Del.  Adams,  1  Pars.  Eq.  534;  Patter- 
1902),  52  Atl.  542;  Pulslfer  v.  son  v.  Lynde  (1884),  112  111.  196; 
Greene  (Me.  1902),  52  Atl.  921;  Harris  v.  Pullman,  84  111.  25.  Of. 
Aldrich  V.  Anchor,  etc.  Co.  (1903),  Claflin  v.  McDermott  (1882),  12 
24  Ore.  32,  72  Pac.  756,  41  Am.  Fed.  Rep.  375;  McLune  v.  Benceni, 
St.  Rep.  881;  .Tompkins  v.  Blakey  2  Ired.  Eq.  513;  Famed  v.  Harris, 
(N.  H.  1901),  49  Atl.  Ill;  Fergu-  19  Miss.  366;  Bullitt  v.  Taylor,  34 
son  v.  Sherman  (1897),  116  Cal.  Miss.  708;  Verplanck  v.  Insurance 
169;  Howarth  v.  Lombard  (1900)',  Co.,  6  Paige,  503;  Boswell's  Les- 
175  Mass.  570;  Guerney' v.  Moore  sees  v.  Otis  (1850),  9  How.  348. 
(1895),  131  Mo.  650;  Hancock  Contra,  Bird  v.  Calvert,  22  S.  C. 
National     Bank   v.    Ellis    (1898),      292. 

172  Mass.  39,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  414;  53  Flash  v.  Conn,  109  U.  S.  371; 

Childs  V.  Cleaves  (Me.  1901),  50  Aultman's  Appeal,  98  Pa.  St.  505. 
Atl.     714;      Howarth     v.     Angle  b*  Vide  supra,  §  583;  and  see  34 

(1900),    162   N.   Y.    179;    "Western      L.    R.    A.    737. 
Nat.    Bank   v.    Lawrence    (1898),  55  Rule     v.     Omega,     etc.     Co. 

117   Mich.   669;    Kulp  v.   Fleming      (1896),    64    Minn.    326. 
(1901),   65  Ohio   St.   321,   87  Am. 
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scription  is  made  with  the  corporation,  and  it,  or  its  successors, 
only,  can  enforce  the  contract  at  law.  There  is  no  privity  between 
the  creditors  of  the  corporation  and  its  stockholders,  and  there- 
fore no  legal  action  can  be  maintained,  by  the  creditors  to  recover 
unpaid  subscriptions.^*  A  judgment  creditor  of  a  corporation, 
after  execution  returned  unsatisfied,  may  sue  in  equity  for  him- 
self and  for  such  other  creditors  as  may  join  him,  making  the 
corporation,  and  such  of  its  delinquent  stockholders,  as  are  within 
the  jurisdiction,  defendants,  and  may  have  an  accotmt  taken  and 
an  order  compelling  payment  by  such  stockholders ;  notwithstand- 
ing that  a  State  statute  provides  a  remedy  at  law  against  an 
individual  stockholder  to  enforce  contribution.  If  the  stockhold- 
ers are  liable  to  the  full  amount  of  their  unpaid  subscriptions, 
an  assessment  before  suit  is  unnecessary.'^  And  a  suit  by  a  judg- 
ment creditor  against  stockholders  of  a  corporation  to  compel 
payment  of  their  unpaid  subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock,  can 
only  be  prosecuted  by  a  creditor  suing  in  behalf  of  all  the  cred- 
itors, making  the  corporation  a  party,  and  having  a  full  account- 
ing of  all  the  assets  of  the  corporation.'^'  A  complaint  filed  by 
a  creditor  may  be  amended  so  that  sviit  may  be  for  the  benefit 
of  all  the  creditors  who  may  choose  to  come  in.""  But  a  creditor 
of  an  insolvent  corporation  can  not,  under  an  attachment  execu- 
tion against  the  corporation,  enforce  the  liability  of  a  single 
stockholder  for  an  unpaid  subscription.  Unpaid  subscriptions 
■constitute  a  fund  to  be  administered  in  appropriate  proceedings 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  generally.""  Thus,  creditors 
can  bring  their  suit  in  equity  against  stockholders  for  unpaid 
amounts  due  on  stock  without  attempting  to  procure  a  call  to 
be  made,  and  when  the  creditors  are  numerous  and  a  court  of 

BOMoraweiz  on  Corporations,   §  os  Wetherbee  v.  Baker,  35  N.  J. 

818;    Cooper  v.  Frederick,  9   Ala.  Eq.  501.    Under  §  1077  of  the  Re- 

739,  742;   Patterson  v.  Lynde,  106  vised  Statutes  of  Nevada,  one  or 

U.  S.  519;  Brown  v.  Fisli,  23  Fed.  more  may  sue  and  defend  for  the 

Rep.    228;    Jones    v.    Jarman,    34  benefit  of  all.    Thompson  v.  Reno 

Ark.  323,  328;   Spear  v.  Grant,  16  Savings  Bank  (1885),  19  Nev.  103; 

Mass.  9,  15.     Cf.  "Creditors  versus  3  Am.    St.   Rep.   797. 

Shareholders,"  1  L.  J.  540.         .  o^  Thompson   v.    Reno    Savings 

57  Holmes    V.    Sherwood,    3   Mc-  Bank   (1885),  19  Nev.  103,  3  Am. 

Crary    C.    Ct.    405,    16    Fed.    Rep.  St.  Rep.  797. 

725.     Cf.   "Liabilities   and   Rights  «o  Lane's  Appeal,  105  Pa.  St.  49, 

of    Corporate   Debtors    and    Cred-  51  Am.  Rep.  166;  Nimick  v.  Mingo 

iters,"  by  B.  Powell,  28  L.  T.  316,  Iron  Works  Co.,  25  W.  Va.  184. 
331,  and  29  L.  T.  14. 
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law  can  not  adjust  the  claims,  equity  alone  will  relieve."^"  Under 
the  General  Manufacturing  Act  of  New  York  the  creditors  of 
a  corporation  must  exhaust  their  legal  remedies  against  it  before 
resorting  to  equity  to  enforce  the  payment  of  subscriptions."* 
This  was  the  rule  also  under  the  earlier  statute  of  1811 ;''  and  is 
re-enacted  in  the  "Stock  Corporation  Law"  of  1890.°*  Upon  the 
question  whether  a  stockholder,  who  is  also  a  creditor  of  the 
corporation,  has  this  remedy  in  equity,  there  is  some  conflict  of 
authority.  In  Massachusetts  it  is  held  that  the  stockholder  has 
no  such  right."'  And  in  New  York  if  the  charter  of  the  corpora- 
tion makes  the  stockholders  liable  as  partners,  this  rule  is  fol- 
lowed."" And  it  is  also  held  in  New  York  that  a  stockholder 
who  is  a  creditor  may  maintain  a  suit  for  an  accounting  of  the 
assets  of  the  corporation,"^  arid  in  the  same  State  it  seems  that 
the  assignee  of  a  shareholder  may  bring  the  suit  to  enforce  the 
statutory  liability."*  In  Pennsylvania  and  Maine  the  right  of 
defendant  stockholders  to  compel  contribution  to  the  payment 
of  debts  on  which  their  liability  has  been  enforced,  by  stock- 
holders who  have  not  been  joined  in  the  action,  is  a  right  ex- 
isting only  by  statute  and  not  in  equity.""  "The  first  thing  to 
be  determined  in  all  cases  is,  what  liability  has  been  created. 
There  will  always  be  difficulty  in  attempting  to  reconcile  cases 

61  Thompson  v.  Reno  Savings  65  Thayer  v.  Union  Tool  Co^ 
Bank  (1885),  19  Nev.  171,  3  Am.  (1855),  4  Gray,  75;  Potter  v.  Stev- 
St.  Rep.   883.  ens  Machine  Co.  (1879),  127  Mass. 

62  Flash  V.  Conn  (1883),  109  U.  592. 

S.  371,  380;  Rocky  Mountain  Nat.  ee  Bailey  v.   Bancker    (1842),   3 

Bank   v.   Bliss    (1882),    89   N.   Y.  Hill,   188,    overruling    upon    this 

338;   Mathez  v;  Neidig  (1878),  72  point  Simonson  v.  Spencer  (1836), 

N.  y.  100;   Southworth  and  JoneS  15  Wend.  548;  Beers  v.  Waterbury 

on  Manuf.  and  Business  Corpora-  (1861),  8  Bosw.  396;   Richardson 

tions,     §    107;      Weeks    v.    Love  v.  Ahendroth  (1864),  43  Barb.  162. 

(1872),   50  N.   Y.   568;    Abbott  v.  Coreira,  Sanborn  v.  Lefferts  (1874),. 

Aspinwall    (1857),   26  Barb.   202;  58  N.  Y.   179. 
Wiles  V. -Suydam  (1876),  64  N.  Y,  e?  Garrison  v.  Howe   (1858),  IT 

173;        Shellington     v.     Howland  N.    Y.    458.     Cf.    Slee    v.     Bloom 

(1873),   53  N.   Y.   371;    Handy  v.  (1821),  5  Johns.  Oh.  382. 
Draper   (1882),  89  N.  Y.  334.  es  WoodrufC  &  Beach  Iron  Works 

03  Bank  of  Poughkeepsle  v.  lb-  v.  Chittenden,  4  Bosw.  406,  to  the 
botson  (1840),  24  Wend.  473;  Van  point  that  an  assignee  in  bank- 
Hook  V.  Whitlock,  3  Paige,  409;'  ruptcy  may  maintain  such  a  suit. 
Simonson  v.  Spencer  (1836),  15  See  Garrett  v.  Sayles  (1880),  1 
Wend.  548;  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  282,  Fed.  Rep.  371. 
Act  of  March  22,  1811.  09  Brinham  v.  Wellersburg  Coal 

64 N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564,  Co.   (1864),  47  Pa.  St.  43;  Fowler 

§§    57,   58.  V.  Robinson  (1850),  31  Me.  189. 
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of  this  class,  in  which  the  general  question  of  remedy  has  arisen, 
unless  special  attention  is  given  to  the  precise  language  of  the 
statute  under  consideration.  The  remedy  must  always  be  such 
as  is  appropriate  to  the  liability  to  be  enforced.  The  statute 
which  creates  the  liability  may  declare  the  purposes  of  its  cre- 
ation, and  provide  directly  or  indirectly,  a  remedy  for  its  en- 
forcement."^" Thus,  under  a  charter  provision  that  stockholders 
shall  "be  bound  respectively  for  all  debts  of  the  bank  in  proportion 
to  their  stock  holden  therein,"  an  action  at  law  by  a  single  cred- 
itor against  a  single  stockholder  will  not  lie;''^  and  this  is  the 
rule  under  a  statute  making  the  stockholders  of  a  banking  com- 
pany "individually  responsible  to  the  amount  of  their  respective 
share  or  shares  of  stock  for  all  its  indebtedness  and  liabilities  of 
every  description."^^  Upon  the  ground  that  at  law  the  indebted- 
ness of  the  corporation  and  the  several  liabilities  of  the  members 
could  not  be  equitably  adjusted,^'  no  one  creditor  can  assume 
that  he  alone  is  entitled  to  what  any  stockholder  owes,  and  sue 
at  law,  so  as  to  appropriate  it  exclusively  to  himself;^*  for  a 
bill  filed  by  the  creditor  against  a  corporation  alleged  to  be  in- 
solvent; to  compel  the  payment  of  unpaid  capital  stock,  is  an 
equitable  proceeding  to  enforce  the  equitable  obligations  of  stock- 
holders.'^ Under  such  a  bill  there  must  be  an  account  of  debts, 
assets  and  unpfiid  capital  stock,  and  the  proper  assessment  made 
on  each  stockholder  of  the  amount  due  from  him.''® 

§  613.  Parties  defendant.  The  corporation  a  necessary 
party. — The  corporation  is  an  indispensable  party  to  a  stock- 
holder's suit  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent,  and  to,  cancel  an  instru- 

70  Chief  Justice  Waite,  in  Terry  v.  Conn  (1883),  109  U.  S.  371; 
V. -Little   (1879),  101  U.  S.  216.  Queenan    v.    Palmer    (1886),    117 

71  Hatch  V.  Dana  (1879),  101  111.  62,  34  Alb.  L.  J.  117.  Gf. 
U.  S.  205;  Terry  v.  Little  (1879),  Stewart  v.  Lay  (1877),  45  Iowa,, 
101  U.  S.  216;  Pollard  v.  Bailey  604;  Norris  v.  Johnson  (1871),  34 
(1874),  20  Wall.  520.  Gf.  Wright  Md.  485;  Faymonville  v.  McCul- 
V.  McCormack  (1866),  17  Ohio  St.  lough  (1881),  59  Cal.  285;  Garrl- 
86;  Sands  v.  Kimbark  (1863),  37  son  v.  Howe  (1858),  17  N.  Y.  458; 
Barb.  108,  120;  Cushman  v.  Shep-  Story  v.  Purman  (1862),  25  N.  Y. 
ard  (1848),  4  Barb.  113;  Smith  v.  214. 

Huckabee    (1875),   53   Ala.   191.  t4  Patterson    v.    Lynda    (1882), 

72  Coleman  v.  White  (1862),  14  106  U.  S.  519.  Gf.  Terry  v.  Little 
Wis.    700;     Carpenter   v.   Marine      (1879),   101  U.   S.  216. 

Bank  (1862),  14  Wis.  705,  n.  75  Cover  v.  Manaway  (1886),  115 

73  Allen   V.    Walsh     (1879),     25  Pa.  St.  338,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  552. 
Minn.     543;     Jones     v.     Jarman  7«  Cover    v.    Manaway     (1886), 
(1879),  34  Ark.  323;    Low  v.  Bu-  115  Pa.  St.  338,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  552. 
chanan    (1879),   94  111.   76;    Flash 


,908  CEEDiTORS'    SUITS    AGAINST   STOCSHOLDEKS.  [§  61i. 

rnent  executed  by  the  corporation.  In  its  absence,  the  court  will 
not  entertain  a  motion  for  preliminary  injunction.''  In  a  stock- 
holder's suit  in  behalf  of  the  corporation  against  an  individual, 
he  must  show  its  right  of  action  against  the  defendant,  and  that 
the  directors  have  refused  to  sue,  and  that  the  plaintiff  stock- 
holder has  right  to  bring  the  suit.'*  In  a  suit  to  enforce  the 
statutory  liability,  the  corporation '  is  a  necessary  party.'*  In  a 
suit  by  the  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corporation  to  recover  an 
assessment  upon  its  stock,  ordered  by  the  court  by  which  the 
receiver  was  appointed,  it  is  no  defense  that  the  defendant  stock- 
holder was  not  a  party  defendant  in  the  proceedings  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver;  for  the  fact  that  the  corporation  of 
which  the  defendant  was  a  member  was  a  party  to  that  suit  binds 
him.*°  A  bill  against  a  stockholder  of  a  corporation,  to  which 
the  company  is  a  necessary  party,  brought  in  a  federal  court  for  a 
district  other  than  that  of  which  the  company  was  a  resident, 
can  not  be  amended  so  as  to  bring  the  company  in  as  a  defend- 
ant, and  is  fatally  defective.*^  So  in  an  action  against  the  stock- 
holders of  a  certain  corporation  where  complainant  had  purchased 
all  the  assets  and  properties  of  defendants'  corporation  under 
misrepresentations  as  to  the  value  of  the  property,  and  the  de- 
fendants, as  stockholders,  had  received  their  proportionate  shares 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  the  other  assets  of  the  company 
which  came  into  their  hands  as  a  trust  fund  for  the  satisfaction 
of  complainant's  claims,  it  was  held  that  as  the  action  was  primar- 
ily against  the  vendor  corporation  for  damages  for  fraudulent 
representations,  it  was  a  necessary  party.'^  The  corporation  is 
a  necessary  party  defendant  in  a  suit  in  equity  by  creditors  to 
compel  payment  of  unpaid  subscription,  where  the  corporation 
fails  or  refuses  to  demand  or  sue  for  their  payment.'' 

§  614.  (a)  When  all  the  stockholders  must  be  made  defend- 
ants.— If  the  members  are  liable  as  principals,  each  is  liable 

77  Morehead  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.      St.  377.  Cf.  Demlng  v.  Bull  (1835), 
(1903),  123  Fed.  350.  10  Conn.  409;  Middletown  Bank  v. 

78  Ro'senbaum    v.    Rice     (1903),      Magill  '  (1823),   5  Conn.  28. 

83  N.  Y.  Supp.  494.  '"  Great    Western    Tel.    Co.    v. 

70Nimick  v.  Mingo  Iron  Works  Gray  (1887),  122  111.  630. 

Co.,  25  W.  Va.  184.     Cf.  "Remedies  si  Swan   Land   &   Cattle   Co.   v. 

of    Creditors    against     Companies  Frank   (1889),  39  Fed.  Rep.  456. 

apart  from  ProTisions  of  the  Wind-  82  Swan   Land   &   Cattle   Co.   v. 

ing-up  Acts,"  by  A.  H.  Marsh,  5  Frank  (1889),  39  Fed.  Rep.  456. 

Can.  L.  T.  289,  352;  Mansfield  Iron  ss  Commercial     Bank,     etc.     v. 

Works  v.  Willcox   (1866),   52  Pa.  Warthen  (1904),  119  Ga.  990. 
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for  the  whole  of  the  debts  of  the  company  to  the  amount  of  his 
statutory  UabiHty.**  When  the  equitable  remedy  is  pursued,  the 
corporation,  and  all  the  solvent  shareholders  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion who  are  known,  should  be  made  defendants.  Contribution 
among  the  shareholders,  is  of  the  essence  of  proceeding,  and 
that  is  best  effected  when  all  are  made  parties.*"  And  when  the 
action  is  to  enforce  the  statutory  liability  to  employes,  "laborers, 
servants,  and  apprentices,"  in  New  York,  all  the-  shareholders 
should  be  made  parties.*"  But  the  joinder  of  all  the  shareholders 
may  be  dispensed  with  in  a  case  where  it  is  shown  to  be  im- 
practicable."^ Accordingly,  when  the  complaint  avers  that  de- 
fendants and  others,  whose  names  were  unknown,  ^re  stock- 
holders, and  that  it  is  impracticable  from  their  great  number  to 
bring  them  all  before  the  court,  it  is  not  demurrable  for  defect 
of  parties.**  But  in  an  action  to  enforce  the  individual  liability 
of  stockholders,  some  of  whom,  without  any  excuse  therefor, 
are  not  served  with  process,  it  is  error  to  assess  those  served,  with 
the  whole  indebtedness.*"  It  is  sometimes  held  that  a  general 
statutory  liability  means  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  stockholder 
only  in  the  proportion  which  his  interest  bear's  to  the  total  indebt- 
edness of  the  corporation.""  In  such  a  case,  where  the  shareholders 
are  jointly  and  severally  personally  liable  for  debts  Contracted  by 
the  corporation,  which  it  can  not,  or  does  not  pay,  in  proportion 
to  the  number  of  shares  they  own,  it  seems  to  be  settled  that 
they  are  to  be  held  principal  debtors,  and  not  mere  sureties  for  the 

84  Morley  v.  Thayer,  3  Fed.  Rep.  a  Laborer,"  17  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S. 
737;    PoHard  v.   Bailey,   20   Wall.      97. 

520;    Lowry  v.   Inman,   46   N.   Y.  sr  Bronson  v.  Wilmington  N.  C. 

119;   Windham,   etc.   Sav.  Inst.  v.  Life  Ins.  Co.  (1882),  85  N.  C.  411; 

Sprague,    43    Vt.    502;     Allen    v.  Umsted   v.    Buskirk      (186'6),     17 

Walsh,  25  Minn.  543.  Ohio  St.  113;  Pierce  v.  Milwaukee 

85  Walsh  V.  Memphis,  etc.  R.  Co.,  Construe.  Co.  (1875),  38  Wis.  253; 
2  McCrary,  156,  6  Fed.  Rep.  797;  Coleman  v.  White,  14  Wis.  700; 
Brickson  v.  Nesmith  (1866),  46  Crease  v.  Babcock,  51  Mass.  525; 
N.  H.  371;  Hadley  v.  Russell,  40  Brundage  v.  Monumental,  etc. 
N.  H.  109;  Umsted  v.  Buskirk  Mining  Co.  (1885),  12  Oreg.  322. 
(1866),  17  Ohio  St.  113;  Mansfield  88  Bronson  v.  Wilmington,  N.  C, 
Iron  Works  v.  Willcox   (1866),  52  Life  Ins.  Co.,  85  N.  C.  411. 

Pa.  St.  377;  Brinham  v.  Wellers-  89  Bonewitz  v.  Van  Wert  County 
burg  Coal  Co.,  47  Pa.  St.  43;  Bank,  41  Ohio  St.  78. 
Hoard  v.  Wilcox,  47  Pa.  St.  51;  so  Boyd  v.  Hall  (1876),  56  Ga. 
McHose  V.  Wheeler,  45  Pa.  St.  32.  563;  Reynolds  v.  Feliciana  Steam- 
so  Strong  V.  Wheaton,  38  Barb,  boat  Co.,  17  La.  Rep.  397.  Cf. 
616;  "A  Reporter  of  a  Newspaper  "Liability  Laws,"  5  Am.  Jur.  52. 
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corporation."^  It  is  sometimes  held,  also,  that  stockholders  are 
not  sureties  for  each  other."^  But  in  Michigan  the  contrary  rule 
prevails."'  Where  an  action  at  law  can  be  brought,  and  the  mem- 
ber's liability  is  limited  and  several,  each  being  liable  for  a  definite 
sum,  a  separate  action  may  be  brought  against  each."*  In  New 
York,  under  the  Business  Corporations  Act  of  1875,'^  providing 
that  stockholders  in  "full  liability  companies"  may  be  joined  as 
defendants  in  any  action  against  the  company,  it  is  held  that 
it  does  not,  by  implication,  prohibit  separate  and  concurrent  ac- 
tions against  a  "limited  liability  company"  and  a  stockholdei 
therein."*  In  a  case  in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  against 
a  corporation,  it  was  held  that  the  shareholders  might  properly 
be  made  parties,  in  order  to  avoid  a  multiplicity  of  suits.  But  in 
this  case  they  were  immediately  liable  under  that  provision  of 
their  charter  which  made  members  of  the  company  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  all  debts  and  contracts  made  by  the  company, 
until  the  whole  amount  of  the  capital  stock,  fixed  and  limited  by 
the  corporation,  is  paid  in.'"'  Where  the  shareholder's  liability  is 
held  to  be  like  that  of  a  partner,  then  all  must  be  joined  as  de- 
fendants, and  the  omission  of  any  one,  is  ground  for  a  plea  in 
abatement."'     In   Massachusetts,  stockholders  in  manufacturing 

91  Moss    V.    Averell   '(1853),    10  v.  Wiltberger,  42  Ga.  575;  Lane  v. 

N.  Y.  450;  Corning  v.  McCuUough  Harris  (1854),  16  Ga.  217;  Abbott 

(1847),  1  N.  Y.  47;    Simonson  v.  v.  Aspinwall  (1857),  26  Barb.  202; 

Spencer    (1836),     15   Wend.    548;  Pettibone  v.  McGraw     (1859),    6 

Bailey  v.  Bancker   (1842),  3  Hill,  Mich.   441;   In  re  Hollister  Bank 

188;     Harger    v.    McCuUough,     5  (1863),  27  N.  Y.  393.     CA  Pratt  v. 

Denio,  119;   Southmayd  v.  Russ,  3  Bacon  (1830),  10  Pick.  122;  Milroy 

Conn.  52;  Marcy  V.  Clark,  17  Mass.  v.    Spurr   Mountain    Iron   Mining 

336.  Co.   (1880),  43  Mich.  231. 

83  Taylor     on    Corporations,    §§  »»  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1875,  ch.  611. 

714,  715;   Lane  v.  Harris,  16  Ga.  oo  Walton  v.  Coe  (1888),  110  N. 

217,  234;  Young  v.  Rosenbaum,  39  Y.  109. 

Cal.   646;    Crease  v.   Babcock,    10  97  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Bradley 

Mete.  525.  (1881),   105   U.    S.   175. 

93  Hanson     v.     Donkersley,     37  ob  Allen    v.    Sewall      (1829),    2 

Mich.  184.     Of.  Grand  Rapids  Sav-  Wend.   327;      Strong  v.   Wheaton 

ings  Bank  V.  Warren,  52  Mich.  157.  (1861),  38  Barb.  616;  Reynolds  v. 

94 Terry  V.  Little  (1879),  101  U.  Feliciana    Steamboat   Co.    (1841), 

S.  216;   Garrison  v.  Howe  (1858),  17  La.  Rep.  397;  Bonewltz  v.  Bank 

17   N.   Y.   458;    Paine  v.    Stewart  41  Ohio  St.  78.     Cf.  Dodge  v.  Min- 

(1866),   33   Conn.   516;    Culver  v.  nesota,     etc.     Slate    Roofing    Co. 

Third   National   Bank    (1871),   64  (1871),   16   Minn.   368;    Culver  v. 

111.  528;  Bank  of  Poughkeepsle  v.  Third   National   Bank    (1871),   64 

Ibbotson    (1840),    24    Wend.    473;  111.  528;  Branson  v.  Oregonian  Ry. 

Perry  v.  Turner,  55  Mo.  418;  Boyd  Co.   (1882),  10  Oregon,  278. 
V.  Hall  (1876),  56  Ga.  563;   Jones 
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corporations,  are  liable  as  tenants  in  common  to  creditors,  to  the 
extent  of  the  capital  stock,  until  it  has  been  divided  into  shares  f^ 
but  where  some  of  the  stock  is  held  by  the  corporation  itself,  this 
will  not  compel  the  other  shareholders  to  bear  the  statutory  liabil- 
ity as  to  the  stock  so  held  by  the  corporation.^  In  Pennsylvania, 
under  the  Manufacturing  Companies  Act,  the  corporate  creditor 
proceeds  against  the  shareholders  in  an  action  at  law,  upon  the 
original  contract,  making  the  corporation  and  all  the  shareholders 
parties  defendant.^  In  Illinois,  under  the  charter  provision  that 
"each  stockholder  shall  be  liable  to  double  the  amount  of  stock" 
owned,  it  is  held  that  the  stockholders  are  severally  and  individ- 
ually liable;  that  is,  that  an  action  at  law  against  one  or  all  of 
them  would  lie.'  In  Ohio,  although  the  stated  extent  of  the 
shareholder's  liability,  as  provided  by  the  statute,  can  not  be  ex- 
ceeded, still,  up  to  the  full  measure  of  his  liability,  he  may  be 
charged,  although  it  be  shown  that  if  other  solvent  shareholders 
had  contributed  their  full  proportion,  it  would  not  be  necessary 
for  him  to  pay.*  In  Wisconsin,  stockholders  in  banking  corpora- 
tions are  liable,  by  statute,  as  original  and  principal  debtors,  sub- 
stantially as  though  they  were  partners,  except  as  in  Ohio,  that 
the  responsibility  of  each  is  limited  to  a  sum  equal  to  his  shares 
of  stock. ^  In  Vermont,  a  provision,  that  shareholders  "shall  be 
personally  holden"  is  held  to  create  only  a  joint  liability.^ 

§  615.  (b)  When  the  bill  is  directly  against  the  corporation. — 
The  liability  of  a  subscriber  for,  the  capital  stock  of  a  company  is 
several  and  not  joint.  By  his  subscription  each  becomes  a  sev- 
eral debtor  to  the  company,  as  much  so  as  if  he  had  given  his 
promissory  note  ■  for  the  amount  of  his  subscription.  At  law, 
certainly,  his  subscription  may  be  enforced  against  him  without 
joinder  of  other  subscribers,  and  in  equity  his  liability  does  not 

99  Hawes  V.  Anglo-Saxon  Petrol-  Carthy  v.  Lavasche,    89   111.   270; 

eum   Co.,   101   Mass.    385,    (1872),  Fuller  v.  Ledden,  87  111.  310;   Ja- 

111  Mass.  -200.  cobson  v.   Allen    (1882),   12   Fed. 

1  Crease  v.  Babcock,    51    Mass.  Rep.  454. 

525.                                                    .  *  Brown  v.   Hitchcock,   36   Ohio 

sBrinham  v.  Wellersburg  Coal  St.  678.  Cf.  Stewart  v.  Lay  (1877), 

Co.   (1864),  47  Pa.  St.  43;   Mans-  45  Iowa,  604;  "Individual  Liability 

field  Iron  Works  V.  Willcox  (1866),  of  Stockholders  in  Iowa  Corpora- 

52  Pa.  St.  377;   Hoard  v.  "Wilcox,  tlons,"  14  West.  Jur.  337,  385,  433. 

47  Pa.  St.  51;  McHose  v.  Wheeler,  0  Coleman  v.  White,  14  Wis.  700; 

45  Pa.  St.  32;  Patterson  v.  Wyom-  Carpenter  v.  Marine  Bank,  14  Wis. 

ing  Manuf.  Co.,  40  Pa.  St.  117.  705,  n. 

sThebus  v.  Smiley,  110  111.  316;  "Windham   Prov.   Sav.    Inst.    v. 

Hull   v.   Burtis,   90    111.   213;    Mc-  Sprague  (1871),  43  Vt.  502. 
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cease  to  lie  several.  A  creditor's  bill  merely  subrogates  the  cred- 
itor to  the  place  of  the  debtor,  and  attaches  the  debt  due  to  the 
debtor  corporation.  It  does  not  change  the  character  of  the  debt 
attached.  It  may  be  that,  if  the  object  of  the  bill  is  to  wind  up 
the  affairs  of  this  company,  all  the  shareholders,  at  least  so  far  as 
they  can  be  ascertained,  should  be  made  parties,  that  complete 
justice  may  be  done  by  equalizing  the  burdens,  and  in  order  to 
prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits.  The  most  that  can  be  said  is 
that  the  presence  of  all  the  stockholders  might  be  convenient,  not 
that  it  is  necessary.  When  the  only  object  of  a  bill  is  to  obtain 
payment  of  one  judgment  against  a  corporation,  out  of  its  credits 
or  intangible  property,  that  is,  out  of  its  unpaid  stock,  there  is 
no  reason  for  requiring  all  the  stockholders  to  be  made  defend- 
ants.' But  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  enforce  payment  of  all 
the  corporate  liabilities,  all  the  solvent  stockholders  within  the 
jurisdiction  must  be  joined,  except  where  this  will  be  excused 
upon  an  allegation  that  the  number  is  too  great.'  And  defendant 
stockholders  may  file  a  cross-bill  to  bring  in  all. other  delinquent 
stockholders  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.'  For,  obviously, 
if  all  who  are  liable  have  not  been  made  parties,  those  who  have 
been,  can  not  be  charged  with  the  full  liability,  unless  it  be  shown 
that  the  absent  ones  are  insolvent  or  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.^°     Where  a  corporation's  articles  provide  for  a  capital 

'  Strong,  J.,   in  Hatch  v.  Dana,  Sandf.  Ch.  301;  N.  Y.  Code  of  Civil 

101  U.  S.  205.     Gf.  "Liabilities  of  Procedure,    §§    1791-1794;    Hadley 

Stiareholders   in  Joint-stoolt  Com-  v-  Russell,  40  N.  H.  109;   TJmsted 

panies,"  by  S.  S.  P.  Patterson,  6  v.     Buskirk,     17    Ohio     St.     113; 

Va.    L.    J.    579.  Hodges  v.  Silver  Hill  Mining  Co., 

sVick'  V.  Lane   (1879),  56  Miss.  9  Oreg.  200. 
681 ;  Walsh  v.  Memphis,  etc.  R.  Co.,  lo  Marsh  v.  Burroughs,  1  Woods, 

2  McCrary,  156;  Mann  v.  Pentz,  3  463;  Wood  v.  Dummer,  3  Mason, 
N.  Y.  415;  Hadley  v.  Russell,  40  307;  Bonewitz  v.  Van  Wert  County 
N.  H.  109;  Umsted  v.  Buskirk,  17  Bank,  41  Ohio  St.  78.  Gf.  Erick- 
Ohio  St.  113 ;  Ericksori  v.  Nesmith,  son  v.  Nesmith,  46  N.  H.  371,  77" 
46  N.  H.  371;  Pierce  v.  Milwaukee,  Am.  Dec.  78;  Holmes  v.  Sherwood, 
etc.  Co.  (1875),  38  Wis.  253;  Car-  3  McCrary,  405.  But  under  the 
penter  v.  Marine  Bank,  14  Wis.  .  General  Laws  of  Colorado,  §  201,. 
705;  Coleman  v.  White  (1862),  14  providing  that  a  stockholder  in 
Wis.  700;  Bogardus  v.  Rosendale  a  corporation  shall  be  liable  for- 
Manuf.  Co.   (1852),  7  N.  Y.  147.  its  debts  to  the  extent  of  his  un- 

»  Hatch  v.  Dana   (1879),  101  U.  paid  stock,  and  section  212,  pro- 

S.  205;   Wood  v.  Dummer  (1824),  viding  that  a  suit' in  equity  may 

3  Mason,  307;  Marsh  v.  Burroughs  be  brought  against  a  stockholder 
(1871),  4  Woods,  463;  Holmes  v.  of  a  corporation  that  has  dissolved 
Sherwood,  3  McCrary,  405;  Mas-  or  ceased  to  do  business,  leaving 
ters  V.  Rossle,  etc.  Mining  Co.,  2  debts  unpaid,  by  joining  the  cor- 
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stock  of  a  certain  amount,  the  stockholders  to  give  for  their  sub- 
scriptions their  notes  without  interest,  not  to  be  liable  at  any 
time  to  an  assessment  for  more  than  half  of  their  face,  in  case  of 
insolvency  the  whole  capital  subscribed  is  liable  to  creditors. 
Thus,  if  the  corporation  becomes  bankrupt  after  a  part  is  assessed 
and  paid-in,  the  stockholders  are  liable  for  the  whole  unpaid 
amount ;  and  the  balance  unpaid  being  collected  by  the  assignee, 
the  fluid  is,  on  intervention,  liable  to  the  lien  of  attachments  made 
before  the  declaration  of  bankruptcy. ^'■ 

§  6i6.  (c)  When  not  necessary  to  make  all  stockholders  par- 
ties defendant. — In  a  sujt  in  equity  against  stockholders  who 
have  not  paid  for  their  stock,  where  no  evidence  of  the  insolvency 
of  any  of  them  is  presented,  the  decree  should  be  against  each 
of  them  in  proportion  to  his  unpaid  stock.  On  proof  that  somiC 
are  insolvent,  the  solvent  must  pay  the  proportion  due  from  the 
insolvent.^-  There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  it  is  held  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  join  all  the  stockholders  as  parties  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  suit  may  be  instituted  against  any  or  all,  leaving 
them  to  seek  their  remedy  against  those  not  joined  by  compelling 
them  to  contribute.'^^  Some  of  these  cases  adopt  a  distinction  be- 
tween suits  brought  to  wind  up  the  corporation,  and  suits  for  the 

poration  and  the  stoekholders  In  rendition  of  judgment  against  the 

such  suit,  a  complaint  in  an  action  stockholder. 

on  an  insurance  policy  joining  the  n  In   re    Glen    Iron   Works,    20 

company  and  several  stockholders  Fed.  Rep.  674. 

as   defendants,   and   alleging   that  12  Hodges  v.  Silver  Hill  Mining 

the  company  had  ceased  to  do  husi-  Co.,  9  Oregon,  200. 

ness    leaving    debts    unpaid,    does  is  Hatch   v.    Dana    (1879),     101 

not  misjoin  the  parties,  and  a  sep-  TJ.  S.  205;   Griffith  v.  Mangam,  57 

arate  judgment  may  he  rendered  N.     Y.     611;      Bartlett    v.     Drew 

against  a  stockholder  in  the  same  (1874),  57  N.  Y.  587;  Brundage  v. 

suit.     Tabor    v.    Goss    &  Phillips  Monumental,      etc.      Mining      Co. 

Manuf.   Co.    (1888),  11  Colo.   419,  (1885),  12  Oregon,  322;   Marsh  v. 

holding   also   that   under   General  Burroughs   (1871),  1  Woods,  463; 

Laws,  §   212,  requiring  such  join-  Holmes  v.  Sherwood  (1881),  3  Mc- 

der   in   case  the   corporation   had  Crary,     405;      Glenn  v.  Williams 

ceased  to  do  business  leaving  debts  (1882),     60     Md.     93.     Cf.     Von 

unpaid,    the    Jurisdiction    of    the  Schmidt  v.,  Huntington   (1850),  1 

court  to  render  judgment  against  Cal.  55;  Lamar  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gulick 

the  company  and  a  separate  judg-  (1882),  102  111.  41;  Wood  v.  Dum- 

ment   against  the  stockholder   in  mer   (1824),  3  Mason,  307;   Bone- 

the  same  suit  having  been'estab-  witz  v.  Van  Wert  Co.  Bank  (1884), 

lished,  there  was  no  error  in  the  41   Ohio   St.   78. ,   Cf.  Brickson   v. 

admission  of  the  policy  and  of  the  Nesmith    (1860),   46   N.   H.    371; 

judgment  against  the  company  as  Ogilvie  v.   Knox  Ins.  Co.    (1859), 

evidence  of  damages,  nor  in  the  22  How.  3:80. 
Vol.  11—58 
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simple  collection  of  a  debt.^*  The  corporation  itself  should  be 
made  a  party  in  these  suits,  if  it  is  in  existence.^'  But  a  cor- 
poration which  has  sold  everything  except  its  right  to  exist,  and 
has  no  officers  or  place  of  business,  is  not  a  necessary  party  to 
a  suit  against  a  stockholder  to  make  him  liable  for  his  unpaid 
subscription,  although  having  power  to  reorganize  and  collect 
the  stockholder's  dues.'^^ 

§  617.  Evidence.  Bill  of  discovery. — The  stock-books  of  a 
corporation,  as  a  rule,  constitute  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
stock  is  owned  by  the  individuals  named  ais  stockholders  in  order 
to  make  them  liable  for  corporate  debts.^'  And  this  is  also  suf- 
ficient evidence  to  make  them  chargeable  for  unpaid  subscrip- 
■tions.^*  But  a  mere  informal  document  not  appearing  to  have 
been  intended  as  a  register,  can  not  be  received  as  the  register.^" 
The  liability  imposed  pn  the  stockholders  of  a  corporation  or- 
ganized under  the  New  York  act  of  1848,  is  not  taken  away  by 
the  recording  of  the  certificate  that  the  stock  is  paid  up,  unless 
that  be  the  fact,  the  certificate  not  being  conclusive  upon  the 
fact  of  payments.^"  On  the  other  hand  the  provision  of  that,  act 
that  stoclcholders  of  a  corporation  shall  be  liable  to  its  creditors 
to  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  of  their  stock  until  the  entire 
capital  stock  is  paid  in,  and  a  certificate  thereof  made  and  rec- 
orded, failure  to  make  and  record  the  certificate  within  the  re- 
quired time  renders  the  stockholders  individually  liable,  although 
the  entire  capital  stock  has  been  paid  in.^^    -In  an  action  by  a 

1*  Hatch   v.    Dana    (1879),     101  material.    Southampton  Docks  Co. 

U.  S.  205;  Bartlett  V.  Drew  (1874),  v.   Richards,  1  Mann.   &  Gr.  448, 

57  N.  Y.   587,  589,  591;    Bonewitz  461;  London,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Free- 

V.  Van  Wert  Co.  Bank,  41  Ohio  St.  man,  2  Mann.  &  Gr.  «06. 

78.  i»  Wolverhampton,    etc.    Co.    v. 

15  Patterson  v.    Lynde,   112   111.  Hawkesford,  7  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  795.  " 

196;    Coleman   v.  White,   14  Wis.  aoVeeder  v.  Mudgett,  95  N.  Y. 

700;  Perkins  v.  Sanders,  56  Miss.  295,    construing    N.    Y.    Laws    of 

733.  1848,  ch.  40. 

loWellman  v.  Howland  Coal  £  21  Plass  v.   Housman    (1888),   2 

Iron  Works,  19  Fed.  Rep.  51.  N.  Y.  Supp.  235,  construing  N.  Y. 

"Hoagland  V.  Bell,  36  Barb.  57;  Laws  of  1848,  ch.  40,   §  10.     See, 

Thornton  v.  Lane,  11  Ga.  459.   Cf.  also,  Barre  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hingham 

Stanley  v.  Stanley,  26  Me.  191.  Manuf.  Co.  (1879),  127  Mass.  563; 

isTurnbull  v.  Payson,  95  U.  S.  Wheeler  v.  Millar  (1882),  90  N.  Y. 

418;   Webster  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  358;  Veeder  v.  Mudgett  (1884),  95 

65 ;  Glenn  v.  Springs,  26  Fed.  Rep.  N.  Y.  295 ;  Thompson  v.  Reno  Sav- 

494;    Glenn  v.  Orr,   96  N.  C.  413.  ings  Bank  (1885),  19  Nev.  103,  3 

Errors  in  the  register  not  relating  Am.  St.  Rep.  797. 
to  the  matter  in  dispute  are  im- 
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creditor  of  a  corporation  to  enforce  the  statutory  liability  of  a 
stockholder,  on  the  ground  that  his  subscription  is  unpaid,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  creditor  to  show  the  fact  of  non-pay- 
ment.''^ In  an  action  against  a  stockholder  for  his  proportionate 
share  of  a  debt  of  the  corporation,  testimony  that  would  be  com- 
petent in  a  suit  upon  the  debt  against  the  corporation  to  estabhsh 
the  demand  against  it,  is  competent  to  establish  the  same  against 
the  stockholder.^'  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  rary  the 
terms  of  a  subscription,  or  to  show  a  discharge  from  liability 
other  than  as  provided  for  by  the  by-laws  and  charter."  A  bill 
may  be  maintained  by  creditors  of  a  corporation  for  the  discovery 
of  its  members  upon  whom  a  statutory  liability  for  its  debts-is 
imposed.^^ 

§  6i8.  Th€  decree,  in  suits  in  equity. — The  prevailing  rule 
in  equitable  actions  against  stockholders,  is  that  the  decree  must 
be  drawn  so  as  to  give  an  opportunity  to  all  creditors  to  prove 
their  claims,^^  and  no  creditor,  no  matter  what  may  be  his  position 
in  the  litigation  in  point  of  time,  is  enti,tled  to  priority  over  the 
rest."^  Nevertheless,  it  should  be  so  framed  as  to  give  the  stock- 
holders all  the  privileges  to  which  they  are  entitled  under  the 
fundamental  law  of  the  corporation,  where  the  stock  is  called  in 
by  the  officers.-*  And  an  equitable  contribution  among  all  the 
stockhold-ers  must  be  ordered  by  the  court  whenever  it  is  pos- 
sible.^' Only  so  much  of  the  capital  as  is  necessary  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts,  will  be  called  in  where  the  court  makes  the 
assessment,  and  a  proper  apportionment  is  made  among  the 
stockholders.?"  But  a  stockholder  can  not  enjoin  a  receiver  from 
proceeding  to  enforce  the  balance  due  from  him  on  his  stock,  on 
the  ground  that  the  whole  amount  due  from  stockholders  may  not 

n  Wellington      v.      Continental  2»Erickson  v.  Nesmith,  46  N.  H. 

Const.  &  Ins.  Co.  (1S89),  52  Hun,  371. 

40'8.  27  Bell's  A^ipeal,  115  Pa.  St.  88, 

23  Borland  v.  Haven   (1889),  37  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  532.     Gf.  Hlckling 
Fed.  Rep.  394.  V.  Wilson,  104  111.  S4. 

24  Marshall  Foundry  Co.  V.  Kil-  28  Pentz  v.  Hawley,  1  Barb.  Ch. 
llan   (1888),  99  N.  C.  501,  6  Am.  122. 

St.  Rep.  539.  29  Morgan  v.  New  York,  etc.  R. 

2B  Morgan  v.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,   10   Paige,   4.90,   40   Am.   Dec. 

Co.,   10   Paige,   290,   40  Am.   Dec.  244. 

244;  Middletown  Bank  v.  Russ,  3  so  Robinson  v.  Bank  of  Darien, 

Conn.    135^    Miers    v.    Zanesville,  18  Ga.  65,  .108.    Of.  Miers  v.  Zanes- 

etc.  Turnpike  Co.,  11  Ohio  St..  273.  ville,  etc.  Turnpike  Co.,  13  Ohio, 

Gf.  Bogardus  v.  Rosendaile  Manuf.  197;    Jones  v.  Arkansas  Mechan- 

Co!,    7    N.    Y.    147;    Monographic  ical,  etc. -Co.,  38  Ark.  17. 
Note,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  867. 
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be  neeaed  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  if  all  the  other 
solvent  stockholders  pay  the  fair  share  of  what  remains  due  on 
their  stock.^'- 

§  619.  Interest  and  costs,  when  allowed  against  the  stock- 
holders.— When  interest  is  recoverable  upon  contracts,  debts 
and  engagements  of  the  corporation,  it  may  be  allowed  thereon 
against  the  shareholder  as  part  of  his  personal  liability,^^  provided 
the  allowance  thereof  does  not  make  the  total  amount  greater 
than  that  for  which  the  shareholder  is  liable  under  the  statute.'^ 
Interest  will  run  against  the  stockholder  from  the  commencement 
of  the  suit  against  him,  when  he  ■  repudiates  his  liability,  for  that 
is  the  time  at  which  the  liability  accrues ;  and  this  is  so  even  if 
the  principal  with  interest  is  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  his 
liability.^*  And  under  the  national  banking  act,  interest  runs 
from  the  date  of  the  comptroller's  order.^^  But  if  a  statute 
creates  a  proportionate  liability  for  unpaid  bills,  interest  will  not 
be  allowed,  since  no  stockholder  can  tell  what  he  is  to  pay  until 
it  is  ascertained  by  suit.^^  Where  stockholders  are  severally  lia- 
ble for  corporate  debts,  they  are  also  severally  chargeable  with 
the  costs  of  a  proceeding  against  thein  by  creditors,  even  where 
the  amount  with  costs  exceeds  their  individual  liability,  for  the 
reason  that  the  creditor  should  not  be  put  to  the  expense  of  a 
suit."  But  it  is  said  that  a  creditor  is  not  entitled  to  include 
in  his  judgment  against  a  stockholder  the  costs  of  his  proceeding- 
against  the  corporation.^*  Interest  upon  liability  of  a  stock- 
holder to  a  corporation,  begins  to  run  before  the  commencement 
of  an  action  against  him.^° 

31  Hightower  v.  Thornton,  8  Ga.  Harbor  Bank  v.  Blake,  3  Rich.  Eq. 
486,  502,  52  Am.  Dec.  412.  225;    Hunger  v.  Jacobson,   99   111. 

32  Richmond  v.  Irons  (1887),  121  349;  Cole  v.  Butler,  43  Me.  401. 
tr.  S.  27;  Wheeler  v.  Millar  (1882),  35  Carey  v.  Galll,  94  U.  S.  673. 
90  N.  Y.  353.  ^*  Grew  v.   Breed,   10  Met.  569, 

33  Wheeler  v.  Millar  (1882),  90  571;  Crease  v.  Babcock,  10  Met. 
N.    Y.    353;    Grund   v.   Tucker,    5  524,  568. 

Kan.  _70.     Of.  "Payment  of  Inter-  37  Cole   v.   Butler,    43   Me.   401; 

est   6?  the   Winding-up,"   18   Sol.  Grose  v.  Hilt,  36  Me.  22. 

J.  &  Rep.  926.  ^^  Rorke   v.   Thomas,    56   N.   Y. 

34  Handy  v.  Draper,  89  N.  Y.  559,  565;  Bailey  v.  Baucker,  3  Hill, 
334;  Burr  v.  Wilcox,  22  N.  Y.  551;  188.  But  see  Grand  Rapids  Sav- 
Mason  v.  Alexander,  44  Ohio  St.  ings  Bank  v.  Warren,  52  Mich. 
318;  Wehrman  v.  Reakirt,  1  Cin.  557,  and  Irons  V.  Manufacturers' 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  230.  Cf.  Cleveland  Bank  (1888),  36  Fed.  Rep.  843. 
V.  Burnham,  64  Wis.  347;  Grand  s9  Manley  v.  Mayer  (Kan.  1904). 
Rapids  Savings  Bank  v.  Warren,  75  Pac.  550. 

52    Mich.    557.     Contra,    Sackett'3_ 
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Defenses  that  are  unavail- 
able by  stockholders. 

Conclusiveness  of  judg- 
ment against  the  cor- 
poration. 

Set-off  and  counterclaim 
by    stockholder. 

(a)  Buying  up  claims  to 
set-off.  Trust  fund 
theory. 

Payment  to  another  cred- 
.  itor. 

R,elease    by    creditors. 

Nul   tiel   corporation. 

Illegal  issue  of  stock. 

Fraud  in  procuring  sub- 
scription. 

(a)  Insolvency  of  the  cor- 
poration bars  the  de- 
fense. 

(b)  Remedy  by  bill  in 
equity. 

(c)  Rescission  of  the  con- 
tract. 

(d)  Fraudulent  intent 
need  not  be  proved. 

(e)  "Fraudulent  repres- 
entations,"   defined. 

(f)  Necessary  allegations 
in  setting  up  fraud  as 
defense. 


i  635.    (g)   Remedy  by  action  for 
money  had  and  received, 
635a.  Irregular    incorporation  is 
no   defense. 

636.  Conditions  unfulfilled. 

637.  Forfeiture    and     cancella- 

tion of  stock. 

638.  Withdrawal    of    subscrip- 

tion. 

639.  Rescission  of  contract. 

640.  Compromise. 

641.  Estoppel  to  deny  liability. 

642.  Laches,  ratification.     Wai- 

ver of  defenses. 

643.  Ignorance  or  mistake,  no 

defense.      Forfeiture    of 
charter  no   defense. 

644.  Statute   of   limitations   as 

a  bar   to  suit. 

645.  Ultra  vires  acts.  Misman- 

agement,   delay. 

646.  Secret  agreements.     Irreg- 

ular   incorporation. 

647.  Failure  of  subscription  to 

full    capital    stock. 

648.  Material    change    of    cor- 

porate enterprise., 

649.  Failure  of   corporation  to 

tender  stock  certificates. 

650.  Discharge    of    stockholder 

in  bankruptcy. 


§  620.     Defenses  that  are  unavailable    by    stockholders. — 

Many  defenses  which  the  company  might  make  to  actions  against 
it  by  corporate  creditors,  cease  to  be  available  after  insolvency  in 
actions  against  the  members  themselves  to  enforce  their  personal 
liability.^  The  courts  disfavor  defenses  to  subscriptions.  Having 
taken  the  chance  to  make  large  gains,  the  subscriber  also  took  the 
risk  of  total  loss.  Courts,  as  a  rule,  look  with  suspicion  upon 
defenses  to  creditors'  actions  against  stockholders,  and  are  es- 


T-Yide  infra,.  %  621. 
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pecially  apt  to  regard  with  disfavor  those  interposed  after  cor- 
porate insolvency;^  so  that  after  a  corporation  has  become  in- 
solvent, a  creditor  may  readily  enforce  the  payment  of  unpaid 
stock  subscriptions  by  the  subscriber;  but  in  order  to  fasten  the 
liability  upon  the  defendant  it  must  affirmatively  appear  that  he 
is  actually  a  stockholder,  and  that  his  stock  is  not  full  paid.^  It 
is  no  defense  to  a  creditor's  action  against  stockliolders,  that  the 
officers  of  the  corporation  were  guilty  of  fraud  or  neglect  in  the 
management  of  the  company's  affairs  while  it  was  in  a  solvent 
condition.  Thus,  where  a  part  of  the  outstanding  capital  stock 
of  the  company  was  purchased  by  the  authority  of  the  board  of 
directors,  and  was  subsequently  cancelled  without  the  consent  of 
the  other  stockholders,  the  stock  so  cancelled  not  being  available 
to  pay  the  debts  of  the  company  upon  its  insolvency,  the  action 
of  the  board  was  held  not  to  be  a  defense  in  an  action  against 
a  stockholder.*'  A  stockholder,  liable  for  corporate  debts,  as  to 
that  portion  of  his  stock  subscription  remaining  unpaid,  can  not 
evade  his  liability  upon  the  insolvency  of  the  company  or  in  con- 
templation thereof.  Tlius,  where  the  directors  of  a  company  took 
a  majority  of  the  shares,  giving  notes  therefor,  secured  by  the 
stock,  and  upon  the  failure  of  the  company  one  of  them  agreed 
to  pay  the  president  a  certain  sum  to  substitute  his  note  for  that 
of  the  former  and  take  his  stock,  it  was  held  that  the  transaction 
was  a  fraud  upon  the  creditors  of  the  corporation ,  in  impairing 
the  available  assets  of  the  corporation,  and  therefore  not  a  de- 
fense in  an  action  against  the  director.^ 

§  621.  Conclusiveness  of  judgment  against  the  corporation. 
— The  judgment  against  the  corporation  can  be  impeached  only 
for  fraud  and  collusion,  or  for  want  of  jurisdiction."    The  share- 

2  Keystone   Bridge   Co.   v.   Bar-  stock  for  the   payment  of  losses 

stow  (1880),  8  Mo.  App.  494;  Hen-  exceeding  the  means  of  the  cor- 

ry  V.  Vermillion  &  Ashland  R.  Co.  poration,  this  does  not  limit  the 

(1848),  17  Ohio,  187.  court  to  assessments  for  the  pay- 

sLathrop   v.   Kneeland    (1866),  ment  of  losses  only,  but  the  stock 

46  Barb.  432.     Of.  Mackley's  Case  may  be  assessed  for  the  payment 

(1875),  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  247.    As  of    other    liabilities, 

to  what  constitutes  a  stockholder,  b  Nathan  v.  Whitlock   (1841),  9 

Wheeler  V.  Millar  (1882),  SON.  Y.  Paige    Ch.    152.      Cf.    Schley    v. 

353;   8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §§  8,  21.  Dixon    (1858),    24   Ga.   273. 

4  In  re  Republican  Insura,nce  Co.  s  See  Monographic  Notes,  3  Am. 

(1873),  3  Biss.  452,  where  it  was  St.  Rep.  858;  Annotations  by  J.  C. 

further    held    that    although    the  Harper,  15  Fed.  Rep.  360.  See  49 

charter  of  an  insurance  company  L.  R.  A.  353. 
gives  the  right  to  assess  unpaid 
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holder  can  not  set  up  by  way  of  defense  in  the  action  against 
him,  noatters  which  the  corporation  might  have  pleaded,  but 
which  it  failed  to  avail  itself  of.^  A  judgment  against  a  corpor- 
ation is  really  a  judgment  against  the  stockholders  in  their  cor- 
porate capacity,  and  is  obtained,  therefore,  in  an  action  in  which 
they  are  sufficiently  represented.'  Accordingly,  a  shareholder  is 
bound  by  a  decree  against  the  corporation,  even  though  he  failed 
to  receive  personal  service,  unless  fraud  be  proven.'  So  a  judg- 
ment against  a  corporation  for  the  recovery  of  money,  is  con- 
clusive evidence  in  a  suit  against  a  stockholder  for  the  collection 
of  the  judgment,  of  the  existence  of  the  corporation,  and  its  lia- 
bility to  plaintift"  therein,  as  thereby  deterihined ;  and  a  judgment, 
whether  given  in  an  action  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto,  is  there- 
after an  indebtedness  of  the  corporation  for  which  a  stockholder 
is  liable  to  the  amount  due  on  his  stock.^"  In  New  York  it  is 
doubtful  whether  the  judgment  against  the  corporation  is  con- 
clusive against  the  shareholder.^^     In  another  case  it  is  held  that 


f  Graham  v.  Boston,  etc.  R.  Co., 
118  IT.  S.  161;  Glenn  v.  Springs,  26 
Fed.  Rep.  494;  Bissett  v.  Kentucky 
River  Navigation  Co.,  15  Fed.  Rep. 
353;  Marsh  v.  Burroughs,  1 
Woods,  463;  Chaffin  v.  City  of  St. 
Louis,  4  Dill.  24;  Sumner  v.  Marcy, 

3  "Wood.  &  M.  105;  Milliken  v. 
Whitehouse,  49  Me.  527;  Merrill 
V.  Suffolk  Bank,  31  Me.  57;  Wil- 
son V.  Pittsburgh,  etc.  Coal  Co., 
43  Pa.  St.  424;  Conway  v.  Duncan, 
28  Ohio  St.  102;  Bank  of  Woos- 
ter  V.  Stevens,  1  Ohio  St.  233; 
Henry  v.  Vermillion,  etc.  R.  Co., 
17  Ohio,  187;  Hampson  v.  Weare, 

4  Iowa,  13,  66  Am.  Dec.  116;  Grind 
v.  Tucker,  5  Kan.  70;  Bank  of 
Australasia  v.  Nias,  16  Q.  B.  717; 
20  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Q.  B.  284;  Mora- 
wetz  on  Corporations,  §  '619;  Ste- 
phens V.  Fox,  83  N.  Y.  313;  Slee 
V.  Bloom,  20  Johns.  669,  10  Am. 
Dec.  273;  reversing  5  Johns.  Ch.. 
366;. Hawes  v.  Petroleum  Co.,  101 
Mass.  385.  But  see  Conant  v.. Van 
Schaick,   24   Barb.   87;    Wilson   v. 

'Stockholders,  43  Pa.  St.  424;  Lar- 
rabee  v.  Baldwin,  35  Cal.  135.    Of. 
Hudson  V.  Carman,  41  Me.  84. 
8  Parnum   v.    Ballard,    etc.    Ma- 


chine Shop  (1853),  12.Cush.  507; 
Robbins  v.  Justices,  etc.  (1858), 
12  Gray,  225;  Handrahan  v.  Che- 
shire Iron  Works  (1862),  4  Allen, 
396;  Gaskill  v.  Dudley,  6  Met.  546; 
Hampson  v.  Weare  (1856),  4 
Iowa,  13;  Bullock  v.  .  Kilgour 
(1883),  39  Ohio  St.  543;  Thayer 
V.  New  England  Lithographic  Co., 
108  Mass.  523;  Milliken  v.  White- 
house  (1860),  49  Me.  527;  Came 
V.  Brlgham,  39  Me.  35;  Wilson  v. 
Stockholders,  etc.,  43  Pa.  St.  42i; 
Donworth  v.  Coolbaugh  (1857),  5 
Iowa,  300.  0/°.  Connecticut  River 
Savings  Bank  v.  Fiske,  60  N.  H. 
363;  Chesnut  v.  Pennell,  92  111.  55; 
Merrill  v.  Suffolk  Ba,nk  (1849),  31 
Me.  57 ;  Holyoke  Bank  v. ,  Good- 
man, etc.  Manuf.  Co.  (1852),  9 
Cush.  576;  Bank  of  Australasia  v. 
Nias,  16  Q.  B.  717,  20  L.  J.  (C.  B.) 
284. 

»  Glenn  v.  Springs,  26  Fed.  Rep. 
494. 

10  Powell  T.  Oregonlan  Ry.  Co. 
(1889),  38  Fed.  Rep.  187.  But  see 
§  151. 

"Wheeler  v.  Millar,  90  N.  T. 
353,  24  Hun,  541;  Stephens  v. 
Fox,  83  N.  y.  313;     McMahon  v. 
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judgment  against  a  private  corpora.tion  is  not  conclusive  proof 
of  the  debt  in  an  action  to  recover  it  against  the  individual  stock- 
holders ©n  the  ground  that  the  capital  stock  hid  not  been  fuHy 
paid  in,  nor  a  certificate  of  its  payment  filed  as  prescribed  by  law.^^ 
And  in  another  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  it  is  said  that  "the 
judgment  against  the  corporation  is  of  no  virtue  or  effect  in  the 
action  against  the  stockholders,  and  is  only  evidence  as  proving 
the  performance  of  the  condition."^'  The  judgment  inay  avail, 
however,  in  these  cases,  to  prevent  the  statute  of  limitations  from 
barring  the  action."  And  in  other  States  there  are  cases  which 
hold  that  the  judgment  against  the  corporation  is  only  prima  facie 
conclusive  against  the  individual  shareholders.^^ 

§  622.  Set-off  and  counterclaim. — A  stockholder  owing  the 
corporation  a  debt  for  unpaid  subscription  to  its  capital  stock, 
when  sued  thereon  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  corpora- 
tion, can  not  set-off  an  obligation  of  the  corporation  assigned  to 
the  stockholder.  As  soon  as  the  company  becomes  insolvent,  and 
the  fact  becomes  known  to  the  stockholder,  the  right  of  set-off 
for  an  ordinary  debt  to, its  full  amount,  ceases.  The  stock  debt 
becomes  a  fund  belonging  equally  in  equity  to  all  the  creditors 
and  cannot  be  appropriated  by  the  stockholder  debtor  to  the  ex- 
clusive payment  of  his  own  claim.^" 

Rule  cf  the  United  States  Supreme  Court. — The  rule  declared 
by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  as  to  allowance,  by  an  as- 
signee in  bankruptcy,  of  a  claim  held  by  a  stockholder  against " 
the  corporation,  on  the  amount  due  from  him  on  a  subscription 
of  stock  to  the  company,  is  that :  "The  debts  must  be  mutual ;  must 
be  in  the  same  right ;  the  case  before  us  is  not  of  that  character. 

Macy,    51   N.   Y.    155;      Miller   v.  14  Van  Cott  v.  Van  Brunt,  2  Abb. 

White,  50  N.  Y.  137;  Moss  v.  Aver-  N.  C.  283,  294;   reversed  on  other 

ell,  10  N.  Y.  450;  Strong  v.  Whea-  points,   82  N.  Y.   535. 
ton,  38  Barb.  616;  Moss'  v.  McCul-  is  Berger  v.  "Williams,  4  McLean, 

lough,  5  Hill,  (N.  Y.)  131,  7  Barb.  577;  Stephens  v.  Fox,  83  N.  Y.  313; 

279;   Moss  v.  Oakley,  2  Hill,    (N.  Belmont  v.  Coleman,  1  Bosworth, 

Y.)    265;    Belmont   v.   Coleman,   1  188,  21  N.  Y.  96;  Merchants' Bank 

Bosworth,  188,  21  N.  Y.  96;  Conk-  v.  Chandler,  19  Wis.  435;    Grund 

lin  V.  Furman,  8  Abb.  Pr.   (N.  S.)  v.,  Tucker,   5   Kan.    70.     See  also 

161.     Of.   Union    Bank  v.   Wando  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  89;   Thomp- 

Mining,  etc.  Co.    (1881),  17  S.  C.  son  on  Liability  of  Stockholders, 

339.  §  329,  note.  Of.  McMahon  v.  Macy, 

12  Lawyer  v.  Rosebrook   (1888),  51  N.  Y.  155,  165. 

48  Hun,   454.  le  Sawyer  v.   Hoag     (1873),    17 

13  Kincaid  v.  Dwinelle.  59  N.  Y.      Wall.  610. 
551. 
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The  debt  which  the  appellant  owed  for  his  stock  was  a  trust-fund 
devoted  to  the  payment  of  all  the  creditors  of  the  company.  As 
soon  as  it  became  insolvent  and  the  fact  became  known  to  the 
appellant,  the  right  of  set-ofif  for  an  ordinary  debt  to  its  full 
amount  ceased.  It  became  a  fund  belonging  equally  in  equity  to 
all  the  creditors  and  could  not  be  appropriated  by  the  debtor  to 
the  exclusive  payment  of  his  own  claim.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
go  into  the  inquiry  whether  this  claim  was  acquired  before  the 
commission  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  the  company,  or  to  the 
effect  of  the  bankruptcy  proceedings.  It  would  still  remain  true 
that  the  unpaid  stock  was  a  trust  fund  for  all  the  creditors,  which 
could  be  applied  exclusively  to  the  payment  of  one  claim,  though 
held  by  a  stockholder  who  owed  that  amount  on  his  subscrip- 
tion."^^ A  subscriber  cannot  set-off  a  debt  due  him  from  the 
corporation,  in  a  suit  to  enforce  payment  of  unpaid  subscription, 
in  behalf  of  creditors  of  an  insolvent  corporation.^*  But  the 
subscriber  as  to  the  corporate  debt  due  him,  has  the  same  remedies 
as  other  creditors  and  the  same  right  to  share  in  the  corporate 
assets.^'  The  subscriber  may  set-off  money  due  him  under  the 
contract  of  subscription.""  A  subscriber  cannot  set-off  a  judg- 
ment lien,  where  there  are  prior  liens.^^  But  in  a  suit  by  the 
corporation,  not  for  corporate  creditors,  but  on  its  own  behalf  and 
for  its  own  benefit  to  enforce  payiiient  of  unpaid  subscription, 
the  subscriber  may  in  defense  of  the  suit,  set-off  a  debt  due  him 
from  the  corporation.^^  '  When  sued,  the  subscriber  may  setroff 
damages  by  reason  of  misrepresentation  inducing  the  subscrip- 
tion.^' Whether  a  shareholder  may  set-off  against  his  liability 
to  corporate  creditors,  claims  which  he  himself  holds  against  the 
company,  depends  upon  the  nature- of  the  liability  sought  to  be 
enforced,  the  distinction  being  between  his  liability  at  common 

"Sawyer    v.    Hoag    (1873),    17  417;  Killen  v.  Barnes  (1900),  106 

Wall.  610,  affirmed  in  Scammon  v.  Wis.  546;   Efird  v.  Piedmont,  etc. 

Kimball,  92.  U.  S.  367;    Scovill  v.  Co.    (1899),  55  S.  C.  78,  32   S.  E. 

Thayer,  105  XJ.  S.  152;    Patterson  758. 

V.  Lynda,  106  U.  S.  519;  Gilchrist  is  Long  v.  Penn.  Ins.  Co.  (1847), 

V.  Helena,  etc.  Co,  (1892),  49  Fed.  6  Pa.   St.  421. 
395  (U.  S.,  C.  C.  A.)   (Mont.  1892).  20  Indiana,     etc.    Co.    v.   McGill 

isWyman  v.  Williams     (1898),  (1896),  15  Ind.  App.  1. 
53   Neb.    670;    Colorado,   etc.   Co.  21  Gilchrist  v.  Helena,  etc.  R.  R. 

V.    Sedalia,    etc.    Co.     (1899),    13  (1892),   49   Fed.    519. 
Colo.  App.  474;  Welch  v.  Sargent  22  Bausman  v.  Denny  (1896),  73 

(1898),   127   Cal.    72<    Richardson  Fed.   69. 

V.  Merritt   (1899),   74  Minn.  354;  23  Owens     v.     Boyd,     etc.     Co. 

Handley  v.  Stutz  (1891),  139  U.  S.  (1898),  95  Va.  560,  28  S.  E.  950. 
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law,  and  under  statutes  which  are  merely  declaratory  of  the  com- 
mon law,  on  the  one  hand ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  additional 
personal  liability,  over  and  above  his  subscriptionj  imposed  upon 
the  shareholder  in  certain  kinds  of  companies  by  our  modern  stat- 
utory law.  In  the  former  case  counter-claims  and  offsets  are 
not  available  in  actions  brought  by  or  in  behalf  of  corporate 
creditors.^*     In  the  latter  case,  the  availability  of  the  plea  depends 


24  7n  re  Empire  City  Bank,  18 
N.  Y.  199,  227;  Thompson  v.  Reno 
Savings  Bank  (1S85),  19  Nev.  103, 
3  Am.  St.  Rep.  797,  annotated  at 
length;  "Set-off  in  Winding-up  of 
Joint-stock  Companies,"  7  Irish 
L.  T.  405;  Mudford's  Case,  14  Ch. 
Div.  634;  Black's  Case,  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  254;  Gris'sell's  Case,  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  528.  Gf.  Pellatt's  Case,  2  Ch. 
527;  Wheeler  v.  Millar  (1882),  90 
N.  Y.  353;  Bissit  v.  Kentucky 
River  Nav.  Co.,  15  Fed.  Rep.  363. 
In  this  case  the  defendant  corpor- 
ation was  Indebtfed  to  plaintiff, 
virho  had  exclusive  control  of  the 
management  of  the  corporation, 
and  elected  Its  board  of  directors. 
He  brought  a  collusive  suit,  which 
was  defended  only  formally  by 
one  of  the  directors  of  his  crea- 
tion, and  obtained  judgment  for  a 
large  amount.  He  then  .sued  a 
county  in  equity  to  have  applied 
on  his  judgment  the  amount  due 
from  the  County  to  the  corpora- 
tion on  an  unpaid  subscription  to 
its  stock.  And  it  was  held  that 
the  county  could  be  heard  upon 
the  question  of  the  amount  of  the 
true  indebtedness  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  the  plaintiff,  notwithstand- 
ing the  judgment,  the  county  not 
having  been  a  party  to  the  first 
suit;  and  that  plaintiff  being  him- 
self a  stockholder,  must,  in  that 
capacity,  contribute  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  himself.  Bissit  v.  Ken- 
tucky River  Nav.  Co.,  15  Fed.  Rep. 
363.  Offsets  and  counter-claims 
are,  however,  available  In  actions 
brought  by  the  company  in  its 
own  behalf  while  it  Is  yet  a  "going 
concern."     Barnett's    Case,    L.    R. 


10  Eq.  449.  And  when  the  com- 
pany while  yet  solvent  has  al- 
lowed an  offset,  it  can  not  be- 
questioned  after  insolvency  by  cor- 
porate creditors  except  on  the- 
ground  of  fraud.  Goodwin  v. 
McGehee  (1849),  15  Ala.  232; 
Thompson  v.  Meisser  (1884),  lOS 
111.  359.  Of.  Paine  v.  Central  Ver- 
mont R.  Co.,  118  IT.  S.  152.  Thus 
where  a  corporation  made  a  note 
to  a  stockholder  for  money  ad- 
vanced by  him,  with  the  agreement 
that  assessments  on  his  stock: 
should  be  considered  payments  on. 
the  note,  and  assessments  for 
more  than  the  amount  of  the  note- 
became  due  and  the  difference  only 
was  paid  by  the  stockholder,  it  was 
held  that  the  note  was  paid  as 
between  the  stockholder  and  th& 
corporation  and  as  against  an  in- 
dorsee taking  the  note  when  over- 
due. Paine  Vi  Central  Vermont  R. 
Co.  (1885),  118  U.  S.  152.  In  a 
proceeding  for  the  voluntary 
liquidation  of  a  corporation,  a 
stockholder,  who  had  obtainetf 
shares  under  an  agreement  with 
the  company  for  full-paid  stock, 
was  held  to  have  a  right  of  action 
for  damages  for  breach  of  the 
agreemeht.  Mudford's  Case  (1880>, 
L.  R.  14  Ch.  Div.  634.  Cf.  Pel- 
lat's  Case  (1866),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  527. 
But  where  stock  was  subscribe* 
for  and  taken  under  an  agreement 
that  the  subscribers  should  sell 
certain  engines  to  the  corporation: 
and  subsequently  they  were  un- 
a,ble  to  Induce  the  corporation  to 
take  the  engines,  which  were  built 
In  pursuance  ^f  the  agreement,  it 
was  held  that  against  corporate 
creditors  the  subscribers  were  not 
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upon  the  language  and  purpose  of  the  statute  creating  the  addi- 
tional liability.  If  the  language  of  the  act  be  construed  as  in- 
dicating an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  create  a 
fund,  to  which  all  shareholders  are  to  contribute  and  from  which 
the  creditors  are  to  be  paid  ratably,  the  sha:reholder  must  con- 
tribute his  proportion  thereto,  and  then  come  in  with  other  cred- 
itors in  the  distribution  of  the  corporate  assets.^^  But  if  the 
statute  imposes  upon  shareholders  a  personal  liability  to  creditors 
immediate  and  several,  so  that  any  creditor  may  institute  an  in- 
dependent action  gainst  any  shareholder'  for  the  enforcement 
of  corporate  debts,  then  a  defendant  shareholder  may  set-off  debts 
due"  from  the  company  to  himself.^"     But  of  course  a  claim  on 


entitled  to  damages  as  set-off 
against  their  liability  as  stock- 
holders. Black's  Case  (1872),  L. 
R.  8  Ch.  254.  A  stockholder  who 
is  a  creditor  may  sue  a  co-stock- 
holder whose  subscription  is  un- 
paid, but  he  must  show  that  his 
own  subscription  is  paid!  Weber 
V.  Fickey  (1877),  47  Md.  196. 

35  Weber  v.  Fickey,  47  Md.  196; 
Emmert  v.  Smith,  40  Md.  123 ; 
Witters  v.  Sowles  (1887),  32  Fed. 
Rep.  130;  Clapp  v.  Wright  (1880), 
^1  Hun,  240;  Buchanan  v.  Meis- 
ser  (1883),  105  111.  638;  Matthews 
V.  Albert  (1866),  24  Md.  527; 
Briggs  V.  Cornwall  (1881),  9 
Daly,  436;  Hillier  v.  Allegheny 
Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  3  Pa.  St.  470; 
Thebus  v.  Smiley  (1884),  110  111. 
316;  Terry  v.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear, 
20  Fed.  Rep.  777,  holding  that 
stockholders  are  denied  the  privi- 
lege of  this  defense  in  the  case 
of  a  corporation  formed  under 
a  statute  imposing  a  liability,  in 
case  of  insolvency,  to  the  full 
amount  of  the  stock  although 
upon  their  contribution  of  their 
proportionate  indebtedness  to  the 
common  fund,  they  are  permitted 
to  participate  upon  the  same 
terms  as  other  creditors  in  the 
distribution  of  the  assets.  Terry 
V.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear  (1884),  20 
Fed.  Rep.  77'i;.  So  in  a  proceed- 
ing to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the 
corporation  in  which  an  account 


is  taken  of  all  assets  and  liabili- 
ties, including  aggregate  liabili- 
ties of  stockholders,  a  stockholder 
who  is  also  a  creditor,  must,  in 
case  of  a  deficiency,  pay  the 
amount  required  on  his  stock  and 
take  pro  rata  with  other  credit- 
ors. In  re  Empire  City  Bank,  18 
N.  T.  199  (1858);  Lawrence  v. 
Nelson  (1860),  21  N.  Y.  158;  Mat- 
thews V.  Albert  (1866),  24  Md. 
527;  Emmert  v.  Smith  (1874),  40 
Md.  123;  Hobart  v.  Gould  (1881), 
8  Fed.  Rep.  57;  Witters  v.  Sowles 
(1887),  32  Fed.  Rep.  130;  Bu- 
chanan V.  Meisser  (1883),  105  111. 
638;  Thebus  v.  Smiley  (1884),  110 
111.  316.  Where  a  stockholder  has 
a  claim  against  a  corporation 
equal  to  the  amount  of  his  stock, 
and  it  is  one  for  which  the  stock- 
holders are  all  equally  liable,  an- 
other creditor  cannot  maintain  an 
action  at  law  against  him;  but  as 
he  is  interested  in  the  fund  ex- 
isting for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
the  proper  relief  is  by  an  account- 
ing in  which  all  parties  are 
brought  in.  Mathez  v.  Neidig,  72 
N.  Y.  100  (1878). 

26 Wheeler  v.  Millar  (1882),  90 
N.  Y.  353;  Mathez  v.  Neidig,  72 
N.  Y.  100  (1878) ;  Agate  v.  Sands 
(1878),  73  N.  Y.  620;  Richards  v. 
Crocker  (1887),  19  Abb.  N.  Cas. 
73;  Christensen  v.  Colby  (1887), 
43  Hun,  362;  Tallmadge  v.  Fish- 
kill   (1848),  4  Barb.  382;   Jarman 
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which  the  corporation  is  not  legally  liable,  is  not  available  as  a 
set-off.-^  And  stockholders  are  not  creditors  in  respect  of  sums 
paid  by  them  to  the  company  on  their  subscriptions.^^  In  the 
federal  court,  a  defendant  stockholder  can  not  set  off  a  claim 
against  the  corporation,  enforceable  only  in  equity,  upon  a  motion 
for  execution  against  him,  after  recovery  of  a  judgment  at  law 
against  the  corporation,  and  return  of  nulla  bona  as  provided 
for  by  the  statute. ^^ 

§  623. .  (a)  Buying  up  claims  to  set-off.  Trust-fund  theory 
as  to  capital  stock. — A  stockholder  who,  under  the  charter  of 
the_  corporation,  is  personally  liable  for  its  debts,  can  not,  by  buy: 
ing  up  debts  of  the  corporation,  thus  discharge  his  liability  'for 
more  than  the  amount  actually  paid  by  him.'"     Wliere  a  stock- 


V.  Benton  (1883),  79  Mo.  148; 
Boyd  V.  Hall  (1876),  56  Ga.  563; 
Thompson  v.  Meisser,  108  111.  359; 
Buchanan  v.  Meisser  (1883),  105 
111.  638;  Remington  v.  King,  11 
Ahb.  Pr.  278  (1858);  Briggs  v. 
Penniman,  8  Cow.  387.  Where  a 
■stockholder  had  been  sued  by  the 
receiver  of  an  insolvent  bank  to 
recover  an  assessment  upon  his 
stock,  the  defendant  pleaded,  by 
way  of  counter-claim  and  set-off, 
an  interest  in  the  balance  of  a 
trust  fund  previously  created  by 
the  authority  of  the  comptroller 
of  the  currency  to  retire  certain 
worthless  securities  held  by  the 
bank,  and  the  plaintiff  demurred 
to  the  plea.  The  demurrer  was 
overruled  on  the  ground  that  the 
Bet-off  was  good  if,  as  the  defend- 
ant claimed,  the  fund  to  which 
be  had  contributed  was  a  trust 
fund  for  a  special  purpose  and  not 
an  asset  of  the  bank.'  Welles  v. 
Stout  (1889),  38  Fed.  Rep.  807; 
Belcher  v.  Wlllcox  (1869),  40  Ga. 
391;  Garrison  v.  Howe  (1858),  17 
N.  Y.  458. 

2-  Hiller  v.  Allegheny  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  (1846),  3  Pa.  St.  470. 

28  Stockholders  who  have  paid 
sums  for  which  they  are  liable  on 
their  stock,  cannot  pauticipate  in 
the  division  of  the  fund  for  cred- 
itors on  the  ground  that  they  are 


creditors.  Hollister  v.  Hollister 
Bank  (1865),  2  Abb.  App.  Dec. 
367. 

20  Straine  v.   Bradford,  etc.  Co. 
(1898),  88  Fed.  571. 

30  Thompson  v.  Meisser  (1884), 
108  111.  359;  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  17 
■W^all.  610.  It  has  been  held  in 
New  York  that  a  defendant  stock- 
holder, in  an  action  to  enforce  his 
statutory  liability,  cannot  avail 
himself,  in  defense,  of  the  fact, 
that  he  has  purchased  judgments 
against  the  corporation,  unless  it 
also  appears  that  he  paid  the  full 
amount  of  the  judgments.  Bulk- 
ley  V.  Whitcomb  (1884),  49  Hun, 
290.  Likewise,  where  a  stock- 
holder in  a  joint-stock  company 
has  paid  a  claim  against  the  com- 
pany which  was  a  first  lien  he  has 
paid  his  own  debt  and  cannot,  by 
taking  an  assignment  of  it,  keep 
it  alive  and  thus  take  precedence 
of  subsequent  lienors;  and  his  as- 
signee with  notice  occupies  the 
same  position.  Hardy  v.  Norfolk 
Manuf.  Co.  (1885),  80  Va.  404; 
Briggs  V.  Cornwell  (1881),  9 
Daly,  436.  It  has  also  been  held 
that  where,  In  a  suit  to  wind  up 
the  affairs  of  a  corporation,  it  had 
been  decreed  that  certain  securi- 
ties delivered  to  the  stockholders 
by  a  purchasing  company  were 
assets  of  the  corporation,  but  that 
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holder  of  a.  bank,  which  had  made  an  assignment  for 'the  benefit 
of  creditors,  had,  after  the  assignment,  purchased  claims  against 
the  bank  aggregating  an  amount  equal  to  his  stock,  and  had  deliv- 
ered them  to  the  assignee,  who  accepted  them  as  payment  of  the 
bank's  indebtedness  on  the  claims  and  marked  them  paid,  it  was 
held,  in  an  action  against  him  by  a  creditor,  that  he  should  be 
allowed  the  actual  amount  paid  by  him,  but  not  the  face  value 
of  the  claims. ^^  If  a  stockholder,  upon  being  sued  by  an  ad- 
mitted creditor  of  the  corporation,  enters  into  a  collusive  arrange- 
ment with  a  third  party  by  which  the  latter  obtains  claims  against 
the  company,  which  are,  by  the  arrangement,  reduced  to  a  judg- 
ment against  the  stockholder,  the  judgment  and  the  satisfaction 
thereof  can  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  first  action. ^^  Where 
a  stockholder  in  an  insurance  company,  gave  his  note  for  eighty- 
five  per  cent,  of  his  subscription  to  the  capital  stock  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  after  it  became  insolvent  and  he  knew  the  fact,  he 
bought  up  a  claim  against  the  corporation  for  one-third  its  face, 
and  being  sued  on  his  note  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the 
corporation,  set  up  the  claim  as  an  off-set, — this  was  an  attempted 
fraud  on  the  bankrupt  act,  independent  of  "the  trust-fund  doctrine. 
The  unpaid  subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration, are  a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  creditors  of 
the  corporation.  The  governing  officers  cannot,  by  agreement 
or  other  transaction  with  the  stockholder,  release  him  from  his 
obligation  to  pay,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  corporate  creditors,  ex- 

a  stockholder  who  was  also  a  cred-  and  It  has  been  held  that  where 

Itor  of  the   company  might  elect  a    stockholder     of    an    Insolvent 

to  retain  his  share  of  the  seouri-  hank  was  also  a  creditor,  having 

ties  less  the  balance  of  the  bebt  his   debt   collaterally   secured,   he 

fromi  him,  the  stockholder,  by  re-  must,   in   order   to   share   ratably 

taining   {.he   securities,    had   exer-  with  other  creditors,  first  pay  the 

cised  his  right  of  election.   Peters  amount    of   his    unpaid    subscrip- 

V.   Ft.   Madison  Construction   Co.,  tion  and  surrender  the  collateral. 

72  Iowa,  405;  Goodwin  v.  McGehee  Thompson  v.  Reno  Savings  Bank 

(1849),  15  Ala.  232.  (1885),    19    Nev.    103,    3   Am.    St. 

3iGauch  V.  Harrison  (1883),  12  Rep.  797.    Where  the  debtor  of  a 

Bradw.  (111.)  457.  bank,  after  the  bank's  insolvency 

32Manville  v.  Karst   (1883),  16  and    the    appointment    of    a    re- 

Ped.  Rep.  173.     In  Nevada  stock-  ceiver,    purchased    notes    of    the 

holders  are  not  liable  under  the  bank,     he     cannot     set     off     the 

constitution  for  debts  of  the  cor-  amount   of  the   notes   as   against 

poration,    but    the    capital    stock,  his  Indebtedness,  inasmuch  as  all 

and    especially    the    unpaid    sub-  the  creditors  are  entitled  to  share 

scriptions,"     constitute     a     trust  equally   in   its   assets.     Given   v. 

fund  for  the  benefit  of  creditors;  Phelps   (1861),  34  Barb.  224. 
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cept  by  fair  and  honest  dealing  and  for  a  valuable  consideration. 
An  undertaking  by  the  corporation  and  the  subscriber  to  convert 
his  debt  owed  to  the  corporation  for  his  stock,  into  a  debt  for  the 
loan  of  money,  wherehy  to  extinguish  the  stock  debt,  is  a  fraud 
upon  the  public  who  are  expected  to  deal  with  them.  Where 
,  the  method  adopted  is  -pretended  payment  for  the  stock  by  check, 
which  is  never  paid,  and  immediate  loan  of  the  amount  to  the 
stockholder  upon  security,  which  is  never  paid  to  the  corporation, 
no  actual  money  being  paid  or  received  by  either  party  to  the 
transactiom,  the  system  of  operation  is  to  the  injury  of  the  cor- 
porate creditor  and  beneficial  alone  to  the  stockholder  and  the 
corporation.  The  result  is  that  the  capital  stock  is  not  paid  up  in 
actual  money,  nor  does  it  exist  in  the  forin  of  instalments,  prop- 
erly secured."' 

§  624.  Pajmient  to  another  creditor. — Payment  in  good  faith 
by  a  stockholder  to  a  corporate  creditor  of  the  entire  amount  of 
his  statutory  liability,  is  a  perfect  defense  in  an  action  brought 
by  another  creditor  of  the  corporation,  for  it  amounts  to  a  dis- 
charge of  the  liability.^*  .Whatever  satisfies  or  extinguishes  the 
debt,  as  against  the  corporation,  extinguislies  also  the  liability  of 
the  stockholders,  because  the  creditor  can  claim  only  one  satisfac- 
tion of  the  debt.-'^  Thus,  the  payment  of  a  judgment  confessed 
by  a  stockholder  in  favor  of  a  bona  Hde  creditor  of  the  corporation, 
is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  against  the  stockholder  by  another 
creditor,   if   the  payment   exhausts   the   stockholder's   liability.'" 

33  Sawyer  v.  Hoag  (1873),  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  123;  Thompson  v. 
Wall.  610.                         ■  Meisser,    108    111.    359;    Buchanan 

34  Garrison  v.  Howe  (1858),  17  v.  Meisser,  105  111.  638;  Tall- 
N.  Y.  458;  Mathez  v.  Neidig,  72  madge  v.  Flshkill  Ij-on  Co.  (1848), 
N.  Y.  100   (1878) ;  JLane  v.  Harris  4  Barb.  382. 

(1854),  16  Ga.  217;  Belcher  v.  35  Young  v.  Rosenbaum,  39  Cal. 
Willcox  (1869),  40  Ga.  391;  Rob-  €43,  654;  San  Jose  Savings  Bank 
inson  v.  Bank  of  Darien  (1855),  v.  Pharis,  58  Cal.  380. 
18  -Ga.  65,  109;  Woodruff  &  Beach  se  in  such  a  case  it  is  immate- 
Iron  Works  v.  Chittenden  (1859),  rial,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  that 
4  Bosw.  406;  Richards  v.  Brice  the  creditor  last  suing,  with 
(1889),  16  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  1018;  knowledge  of  the  pending  suit  de- 
Boyd  V.  Hall  (1876),  56  Ga.  563;  rived  from  the  stockholder,  pur- 
San  Jose  Savings  Bank  v.  Pharis,  chased  the  claims  sued  on,  at  a 
58  Cal.  380.  Of.  Thebus  v.  Smiley  discount,  for  the  purpose  of  suing 
(1884),  110  111.  316;  Delano  v.  the  stockholder.  Manville  v. 
Butler  (1886),  118  U.  S.  634.  Roeder,  11  Mo.  App! 317 ;  Mitchell 
VontTa,  Fowler  v.  Robinson,  31  v.  Beekman  (1885),  64  Cal.  117; 
Me.  189  (1850);  Grose  v.  Hilt,  36  Patterson  v.  Lynde,  106  U.  S.  519; 
Me.  22;  Young  v.  Brice   (1889),  3  Harmon    v.    Page,    62    Cal.    448; 
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And  a  stockholder  is  entitled  to  be  credited  with  such  amounts 
.■as  he  has  paid  in  order  to  satisfy  corporate  debts,  even  if  the 
.  amounts  so  paid  do  not,  in  the  aggregate,  cover  his  liability.^^ 
So  also,  where  the  corporation  becomes  insolvent  and  its  prop- 
erty has  been  disposed  of,  so  that  it  can  do  no  business,  its  officers 
also  having  been  enjoined  from  the  performance  of  their  duties, 
the  stockholders  are  released  from  their  liabilities  even  though 
•no  judgment  of  dissolution  is  entered.'*  If,  however,  a  creditor 
has  actually  begun  a  suit  to  enforce  the  statutory  Jiability  of  any 
individual  shareholder,  it  is  too  late  then  for  that  stockholder  to 
plead  in  defense  the  payment,  subsequent  to  the  beginning  of  the 
suit  of  some  other  corporate  creditor.'*''  In  order  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  defense  of  payment,  the  defendant  must  show  that 
lie  has  actually  paid  the  full  amount  of  his  liability  on  the  claims 
■of  actaal  creditors  of  the  corporation.  Thus,  a  shareholder  can 
not  buy  in  claims  at  a  discount,  and  set  them  off  at  their  face 
value,  in  an  action  by  another  creditor  to  enforce  his  statutory 


HolmBS  V.  Sherwood,  S  McCrary, 
405;  1  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  §§  279, 
281.  The  oflacers  of  a  corporation 
contracted  an  indebtedness  after 
the  corporation  had  ceased  to  dp 
Tjuslness,  and  after  their  func- 
tions had  practically  ceased,  and 
It  was  held  that  the  stockholders 
could  not  be  made  liable  for  this 
Indebtedness.  Union  Bank  v. 
Wando  Mining  &  Mannf.  Co.,  17 
S.  C.  339. 

sr  Kunkleman  v.  Rentchler,  15 
Bradw.  271  (1884);  Bulkely  v. 
"Whitcomb  (1888),  49  Hun,  290; 
X,ingle  V.  NaUonal  Ins.  Co.  (1869), 
45  Mo.  109;  Holland  T.  Heyman 
(1878),  60  Ga.  174;  Branch  v. 
rBaTEET,  53  Ga.  502;  Belcher  v.  Will- 
cox,  40  Ga.  391;  Marsh  v.  Bur- 
roughs 1  "Woods,  463.  A  stock- 
holder may  not,  however,  mort- 
gage all  his  property  to  a  creditor 
•of  the  corporation,  for  that 
amounts  to  a  preference.  Gatch  v. 
IFitch  (1888).,  34  Fed.  Rep.  566; 
Ingalls  V.  Cole,  47  Me.  530,  541. 

38  HoUingshead     v.     Woodward, 
107  N.  Y.  96   (1885). 

39  Jones   v.    Wiltberger'    (1871), 
42  Ga.  575;  Lane  v.  Harris,  16  Ga. 


21-7;  Thebus  v.  Smiley  (1884), 
110  111.  316.  Contra,  Richards  v. 
firice  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  941,  in  which 
it  was  held  that  payment  in  good 
faith  by  a  stockholder  of  the  en- 
tire amount  of  his  statutory  lia- 
bility, under  Laws  N.  Y.  1875, 
ch.  611,  to  a  creditor  of  the  com- 
pany after  action  brought,  is  a 
good  defense  to  an  action  by  an- 
other creditor  of  the  company  to 
enforce  the  stockholder's  liabil- 
ity, although  the  latter  action 
was  commenced  before  the  pay- 
ment was  made,  on  the  ground 
that  the  commencement  of  the 
action  creates  no  lien  on  the 
stodcholder's  property.  To  the 
same  effect  ds  Young  v.  Brice,  3 
N.  Y.  Supp.  123  (1889),  where  it 
was  held  that  payment  by  the 
holder  of  fully  paid-up  stock  of 
an  amount  equal  to  the  par  value 
of  his  stock,  to  a  creditor  of  the 
company,  although  made  before 
judgment  in  the  action  brought, 
is  a  good  defense  to  actions  sub- 
sequently brought  against  the 
same  stockholder  by  other  credit- 
ors of  the  company. 
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liability.*"  Nor  will  a  shareholder  who  has  employed  an  agent 
to  biiy  up  claims  at  a  discount,  and  then  confessed  Judgment  in 
favor  of  that  agent,  be  permitted  to  plead  the  judgment  in  bar 
of  an  action  by  other  creditors.*^  Payment  by  a  stockholder,  to 
a  firm  of  which  he  was  a  member,  of  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  his  stock,  to  satisfy  a  debt  due  from  the  corporation  to  the  firm., 
will  not  extinguish  his  liability  as  stockholder  to  other  creditors 
of  the  corporation.*^ 

§  625.  Release  by  creditors. — The  release,  by  its  creditors, 
of  a  debt  due  from  a  corporation,  operates  as  a  release,  not  only 
of  the  corporation,  but  of  the  stockholders  from  the  liability  im- 
posed by  statute.*^  So  where  property  is  conveyed  b)'  incorpora- 
tors to  a  trustee  and  accepted  by  him  in  full  payment  of  the  stock 
of  the  company,  and  is  subsequently  reconveyed  by  him  to  the 
original  owners,  a  creditor  who  is  also  a  stockholder  and  con- 
sents to  the  recohve}-ance  has  no  right  of  action  against  the  other 
stockholders.**    "Likewise  when  a  promissory  note,  signed  with 


io  Gauch  V.  Harrison,  12  Bradw. 
(111.)  459;  Thompson  v.  Meisser, 
108  111.  359.  Cf.  Diven  v.  Ifhelps, 
34  Barb.  224;  Balch  v.  Wilson,  25 
Minn.  299;  Smith  v.  Mosby,  9 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  501;  Lanier  v. 
Gayoso  Savings  Institution,  9 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)   506. 

41  Manville  v.  Karst,  16  Fed. 
Rep.  173. 

42  Buchanan  v.  Meisser  105  111. 
638.  Nor  is  the  payment  of  the 
judgments  at  a  discount  an  ex- 
tinction of  the  liability,  although 
the  judgments  at  full  value  would 
have  satisfied  it.  Kunkleman  v. 
Rentchler  (1884),  15  Bradw.  (111.) 
271.  Where,  at  the  request  of  the 
directors  of  a  corporation,  the 
creditors  thereof  grant  an  ex- 
tension of  time  for  the  payment 
of  their  debts,  the  extension  will 
not  release  the  stockholders  from 
a  statutory  personal  liability  for 
its  debts.  Aultman's  Appeal,  98 
Pa.  St.  505. 

43  Mohr  V.  Minnesota  Elevator 
Co.,  40  Minn.  343;  Bank  of  Ft. 
Madison  v.  Alden  (1889),  129  U. 
S.  372;  Brown  v.  Eastern  Slate 
Co.,    134    Mass.    590;    Parrott    v. 


Colby  (1875),  6  Hun,  55,  affirmed 
(1877),  71  N.  Y.  597.  Of.  Ault- 
man's Appeal  (1881),  98  Pa.  St. 
505;  Hanson  v.  Donkersley,  37 
Mich.  184;  Grand  Rapids  Savings 
Bank  v.  Warren,  52  Mich.  557; 
Jagger  Iron  Co.  v.  Walker,  76 
N.  Y.  521  (1879);  Stilphen  v. 
Ware,  45  Cal.  110;  Sutherland  v. 
Olcott  (1884),  95  N.  Y.  93,  re- 
versing 29  Hun,  161;  Jones  v. 
Barlow  (1875),  62  N.  Y.  292.  The 
company  may  contract'  for  the 
exemption  of  its  members  from 
statutory  liability.  In  re  Athen- 
Kum,  etc.  Society  (1859),  3  De  G. 
&  J.  660;  Halket  v.  Merchant 
Traders,'  etc.  Assn.  (1849),  13 
Q.  B.  960;  Durham's  Case  (1858), 
4  Kay  &  J.  517;  Shelf ord  on  Joint- 
stock  Companies  (2d  London  ed.) 
4.  Where  members  are  severally 
liable  under  the  statute,  the  re- 
lease of  one  does  not  of  course, 
release  others.  Bank  of  Pough- 
keepsie  v.  Ibbotson  (1843),  5  Hill, 
561.  Of.  Harries  v.  Piatt  (1880), 
21  Hun,  132;  Jagger  Iron  Co.  v. 
Walker   (1879),  76  N.  Y.  521. 

4<t  A  number  of  persons  owning 
timber  lands  formed  a  corporation 
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the  name  of  a  corporation  by  its  treasurer,  and  indorsed  with  its 
name  by  its  directors,  is  deHvered  to  a  person  under  an  agreement 
between  him  and  the  corporation  "that  there  should  be  no  per- 
sonal liability  on  the  note,"  and  he  afterwards  recovered  judg- 
ment against  the  corporation  in  an  action  at  law  upon  the  note, 
it  was  held,  on  a  bill  in  equity  against  the  stockholders  of  the 
corporation  to  enforce  payment  of  the  judgment,  that  it  was 
meant  that  there  should  be  no  statutory  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  stockholders ;  and'  that  this  agreement  was  admissible  in  de- 
fense, and  was  not  merged  in  the  judgment.*'  It  is  also  held  that 
if  a  corporation  issue  new  shares  after  the  claim  of  a  creditor 
arose,  he,  not  having  dealt  with  the  company  on  the  faith  of  any 
capital  represented  thereby,  can  not  insist  on  the  holders  of  the 
new  shares  contributing  a  greater  amount  of  capital,  than  the  cor- 
poration itself  could  claim    from  them  as    part    of  its  assets.*" 


for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
lumber  and  the  lands  were  con- 
veyed to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit 
of  the  corporation,  according  to 
an  agreement  by  which  each 
member  wa^  to  receive  stock  in 
proportion  to  his  individual  in- 
terest in  the  lands,  the  trustee  ac- 
cepting the  lands  in  full  pay- 
ment of  the  shares;  and  it  was 
held  that  a  creditor  of  the  cor- 
poration having  full  knowledge  of 
the  facts  could  not  enforce  a  lia- 
bility against  a  stockholder  on 
the  ground  that  the  land  conveyed 
by  him  was  worth  much  less  than 
the  stock  received  therefor,  and 
that  therefore  he  was  indebted  to 
the  corporation.  Where  the  lands 
conveyed  to  the  trustee  are  sub- 
sequently reconveyed  by  him  to 
the  original  owners,  a  creditor  of 
the  corporation,  who  was  also  a 
stockholder  and  consented  there- 
to, has  no  right  of  action  against 
a  stockholder  on  the  grpund  that 
the  lands  retained  their  trust 
character  after  such  reconvey- 
ance. Bank  of  Fort  Madison  V. 
Alden  (1889),  129  U.  S.  372.  As- 
suming that  the  general  insolv- 
ency law  of  Minnesota  applies  to 
corporations,  a  release  of  a  debt 
due    from    a    corporation    by    its 

Vol.  11  —  59 


creditor,  and  a  judgment  of  a 
court  discharging  the  debtor  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  the  in- 
solvency law,  releases  and  dis- 
charges the  stockholders  in  the 
corporation  from  the  personal  lia- 
bility imposed  by  Const.,  art.  10, 
§  3.  Mohr  V.  Minnesota  Elevator 
Co.  (1889),  40  Minn.  343. 

« Brown  v.  Eastern  Slate  Co., 
134  Mass.  570;  Parrott  v.  Colby,  6 
Hun,  65  (1875),  affirmed  71  N.  Y. 
597;  Jagger  Iron  Co.  v.  Walker,  76 
N.  Y.  521  (1879);  Hardman  v. 
Sage  (1888),  47  Hun,  230;  Stil- 
phen  V.  Ware  (1872),  45  Cal.  110; 
Jones  V.  Barlow  (1875),  62  N.  Y. 
202;  Bolen  v.  Crosby  (1872),  49 
N.  Y.  183. 

4s  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Deadwood 
V.  Gustin  Minerva  Con.  Mining 
Co.  (1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
175.  In  this  case  Mitchell,  J., 
said:  "If  a  corporation  issue  new 
shares  after  the  claim  of  a  cred- 
itor arose,  it  is  clear  that  the  lat- 
ter could  not  have  dealt  with  the 
company  on  the  faith  of  any  cap- 
ital represented  by  them.  What- 
ever was  contributed  as  capital  in 
respect  of  the  new  shares  was  a 
clear  gain  to  the  creditor's  se- 
curity. So,  too,  if  a  party  deal 
with     a     corporation     with     full 
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Whether  an  extension  given  to  the  corporation  t>y  a  creditor 
will  discharge  a  shareholder  as  to  his  liability  by  statute  seems 
uncertain.  In  a  New  Yom  case  it  has  been  held  that  it  would 
not.''^  But  although  it  is  binding  as  between  themselves,  stock- 
holders can  not  limit  their  liability  by  agreement,  as  by  under- 
taking to  make  their  stock  non-assessable.**  And  where  two 
corporations  make  a  valid  agreement  by  which  the  indebtedness 
of  one  to  the  other  is  extinguished,  it  is  competent  for  them  to 
rescind  the  contract  and  restore  the  original  indebtedness,  and 
make  the  stockholders  of  the  debtor  corporation  liable  as  before.'" 
'An  original  subscriber  for  stock  whose  subscription  is  subse- 
quently released  by  unanimous  consent  of  the  stockholders,  is  not 
liable   to  subsequent   creditors."" 

§  626.  Nul  tiel  corporation. — It  is  a  general  principle  that 
a  person  dealing  with  a  corporation,  can  not  set  up  irregularities 
occurring  in  the  corporation,  where  no  act  which  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  its  existence,  has  been  omitted."^  But  while  it  is 
true  that  when  one  contracts  with  a  corporation  in  such  a  manner 


knowledge  of  the  fact  that  its 
nominal  paid-up  capital  has  not  in 
fast  been  paid  for  In  money  or 
property  to.  the  full  amount  of  its 
par  value,  he  deals  solely  on  the 
faith  of  what  has  been  actually' 
paid  In,  and  has  no  equitable 
right  to  Insist  on  the  contribu- 
tion of  a  greater  amount  of  cap- 
ital by  the  shareholders  than  the 
corporation  itself  could  claim  as 
parts  of  its  assets.  Colt  v.  Amal- 
gamating Co.,  14  Fed.  Rep.  12,  119 
V.  S.  343.  This  doctrine  with  re- 
spect to  trusts  has  no  application 
to  a  case  where  a  party,  like  the 
plaintifl,  was  cognizant  of  the 
whole  arrangement  under  which 
the  stock  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany was  issued,  and  of  what  was 
paid  or  intended  to  be  paid  for 
it,  and  who  accepted  a  novation 
of  its  debt  with  full  knowledge  of 
these  facts,  and  received  as  great 
or  greater  security  for  it  than  it 
had  before.  To  hold  otherwise 
would  be  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  on 
the  stockholders,  and  not  on  their 
creditors." 


"  Harger  v.  McCuUough,  2 
Denio,  119   (1846). 

*8  Union  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Frear  Stone  Manuf.  Co.  (1881),  97 
111.  537;  Dane  T.  Young  (1872), 
61  Me.  160. 

« Borland  v.  Haven  (1888),  37 
Fed.  Rep.  394. 

BO  Scottish,  etc.  Co.,  Receiver,  v. 
Stark  (Ky.  1904),  78  S.  W.  455. 

51  Lessee  of  Frost  v.  Frostburg 
Coal  Co.  (1860),  24  How.  278.  And 
although  the  law  under  which  a 
corporation  is  formed  is  uncon- 
stitutional, in  an  action  by  the 
corporation  against  a  stockholder 
who  has  been  a  director  and  par- 
ticipated in  calls  upon  the  sub- 
scribers for  payment  of  instal- 
ments upon  their  subscriptions, 
the  defendant  is  estopped  from 
denying  the  existence  of  the  com- 
pany. Weinman  v.  Wilkinsburg 
&  B.  L.  Pass.  Ry.  Co.  (1888),  118 
Pa.  St.  192;  Pope  v.  Capitol  Bank 
(1878),  20  Kan.  440;  Holbrook  v. 
St.  Paul  Fire  &  Marine  Ins.  Co. 
(1878),  25  Minn.  229. 
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as  to  recognize  its  existence  either  de  jure  or  de  facto,  he  will  often 
be  estopped  from  denying  the  fact  of  corporate  existence,  yet 
such  cases  arise  where  the  corporation  sues  one  who  has  con- 
tracted with  it  in  its  real  or  supposed  corporate  capacity,  and  the 
principle  has  no  application  to  cases  where  subscriptions  for  stock 
are  made  in  anticipation  of  incorporation ;  and  to  justify  a  find- 
ing that  a  person  is  estopped  from  denying  the  existence  of  a 
corporation  on  the  ground  that  he  has  participated  in  its  organ- 
ization and  acts,  it  must  appear  that  they  were  performed  in  its 
corporate  capacity.  Thus,  when  a  corporation  sued  subscribers 
to  recover  the  balance  of  their  unpaid  subscriptions,  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  they  had  paid  all  their  subscription  except  the 
amount  sued  for,  did  not  estop  them  from  denying  the  existence 
of  the  corporation.^^ 

§  627.  Illegal  issue  of  stock. — A  subscriber  to  stock  issued 
in  excess  of  the  amount  allowed  by  law,  is  not  liable  on  his  sub- 
scription ;''^  and  if  an  overissue  of  stock  is  proved,  it  constitutes 
a  defense  in  an  action  by  the  company  or  by  its  assignee  in  in- 
solvency.'* For,  certificates  of  stock  of  an  incorporated  company 
issued  in  excess  of  its  charter  limit,  are  void,  and  the  holder  of 
them  is  entitled  to  none  of  the  rights  and  subject  to  none  of  the 
liabilities  of  the  holders  of  authorized  stock.^°    He  is  not  es-, 

52  Schloss  v.  Montgomery  Trade  tion  has  not  been  properly  organ- 
Co.  (1888),  87  Ala.  411.  Unless  ized,  its  records  are  Hot  admlssi- 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  ble  as  evidence  of  an  agreement 
tinder  which  a  corporation  is  among  the  proposed  shareholders 
formed,  have  been  complied  with,  for  the  purpose  of  charging  them 
it  cannot  maintain  an  action  as  partners.  Fay' v.  Noble  (1851), 
against  a  subscriber  to  enforce  7  Cush.  188;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank 
the  payment  of  assessments  upon  of  Binghampton  v.  Pendleton,  8 
his  stock.  Anvil  Mining  Co.  v.  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  492  (1890). 
Sherman  (1889),  74  Wis.  226.  And  os  Clark  v.  Turner,  73  Ga.  1. 
where  a  corporation  continued  to  s^An  insurance  company,  au- 
do  business  after  the  expiration  thorized  to  commence  business 
of  its  term  of  existence  under  its  with  a  capital  of  JIOO.OOO,  re 
charter,  and  one  of  its  members  ceived  $113,000,  after  which  U 
sold  property  for  it  in  the  course  received  a  subscription  from  A. 
of  its  business  and  collected  the  for  $12,000,  as  "treasurer  in 
proceeds,  he  was  not  estopped  trust."  It  immediately  thereaftet 
from  deiiying  its  existence  in  an  organized  and  elected  A.  treas- 
action  brought  by  it  against  him  urer,  and  it  was  held  that  A.  was 
to  recover  the  money.  The  proper  not  liable  individually  upon  his 
remedy  was  a  suit  for  an  ac-  subscription  either  to  the  corn- 
counting  by  another  stockholder  pany  or  its  assignee  in  insolvency, 
bringing  in  all  the  stockholders.  Russell  V.  Bristol,  49  Conn.  251. 
Krutz  V.  Paola  Town  Co.  (1878),  as  Scovill  v.  Thayer,  105  U.  S. 
20  Kan.   397.     Where   a  corpora-  143. 


932  DEFENSES   OF   STOCKHOLDEES,  ETC.  ■  [§  628., 

topped  to  set  up  the  invalidity  of  the  stock,  in  an  action  by  cred- 
itors, by  the  fact  that  he  attended  the  meeting  at  which  it  was 
voted. ^^  A  holder  both  of  valid  and  of  spurious  stock,  can  not . 
set-off  his  claim  against  the  corporation  upon  the  latter,  as  against 
its  claim  against  him  for  assessments  upon  the  former,  when  the 
corporation  has  become  insolvent. ^^ 

§628.  Fraud  in  procuring  subscription. —  (See  chapter  ii,. 
sees.  255-266^.  Defenses  to  creditors' suits ) ,  Misrepresentations, 
made  to  a  subscriber  for  stock'  subsequent  to  his  subscription,  will 
constitute  no  defense  in  suit  for  payment.^*  In  case  of  cor- 
porate insolvency  the  equities  of  the  creditor  supersede  those 
of  the  subscriber,  even  when  his  subscription  has  been  induced 
by  fraud.  While  ordinarily  the  law  does  not  readily  presume 
acquiescence  or  waiver  in  the  case  of  subscriptions  procured 
through  fraud,  nor  hasten  to 'impute  laches  to  subscribers  so  de- 
ceived by  the  corporate  agents ;  yet  when  the  corporation  has. 
become  insolvent,  a  contract  of  subscription  procured  through 
fraud,  can  not  be  rescinded  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  cred- 
itors. One  induced  by  fraud  to  purchase  shares  of  stock  in  a 
corporation,  can  not  avoid  his  purchase  if,  after  becoming  aware 
of  the  fraud,  he  acts  as  a  shareholder  or  derives  a  benefit  from 
his  shares.'^"  The  fact  that  a  Stockholder  is  induced  to  take  his 
stock  upon  the  false  representation  of  the  president  of  the  cor- 
poration that  it  is  full-paid  capital  stock,  is  no  defense  in  an 
action  by  judgment  creditors  of  the  corporation  on  his  statutory 
liability.'"     And  when  the  subscriber  has  waited  until  suit  has 

56  Scovill  v.   Thayer,   105  U.   S.  supra,     §§     255-266a,     and    infra, 

143.  §    633,    Fbatjditlent    Representa- 

»7  Scovill  V.  Tjiayer,  105  U.  S.  tions. 
143.  60  Brlggs  V.  Cornwell,  9  Daly 
58  Reed  &  McCormlck  v.  Gold,  45  (N.  Y.),  436.  In  this  case  the  de- 
S.  E.  868  (Va.  1903).  fendant  held  certain  bonds,  bear- 
so  City  Bank  v.,  Bartlett  (1885),  ing  an  indorsement  by  the  presi- 
71  Ga.  797;  Chubb  v.  Upton,  95  dent,  purporting  to  be  a  guaranty 
U.  S.  665,  667  (1877);  Upton  v.  by  the  corporation  of  their  pay- 
Tribilcock  (1875),  91  U.  S.  45;  ment,  and  of  certain  notes  of  the 
Webster  v.  Upton  (1875),  91  U.  S.  corporation,  payable  on  demand, 
65;  Sanger  v.  Upton  (1875),  91  U.  together  amounting  to  more  than 
S.  56;  Parrar  v.  Walker  (1876),  the  stock  held  by  him,  and  all 
13  Bankr.  Reg.  82;  Ogilvie  v.  acquired  after  the  corporation 
Knox  Ins.  Co.  (1880),  22  Hun,  had  become  insolvent,  the  orig- 
380;  Ruggles  v.  Brock  (1876),  6  inal  consideration  for  the  bonds, 
Hun,  164;  Duffleld  V.  Barnum,  64  the  guaranty,  or  the  notes  not 
Mich.  293  (1887) ;  Tennent  v.  being  shown,  and  these  facts  were 
City  Bank  of  Glasgow  (1879),  held  not  to  be  available  in  de- 
li.   R.    4    App.    Cas.    615.      Tide  fense. 
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been  br6ught  by  a  receiver,  it  is  then  too  late  for  him  to  plead 
fraudulent  misrepresentation;*^  although  the  fraud  was  not  dis- 
•covered  until  after  insolvency."-  Even  impending  insolvency, 
before  an  actual  assignment  or  appointment  of  a  receiver,  may 
bar  the  subscriber's  remedy."^  Where  there  are  unpaid  debts  of 
the  corporation,  incurred  subsequent  to  the  subscription  of  the 
defendant,  it  is  no  defense  that  the  amount  paid  by  him  on  his 
subscription  was  obtained  by  the  fraudulent  representations  of 
the  officers  of  the  company,  when  he  had  continued  to  act  with 
the  directors  after  the  discovery  of  the  fraud,  and  until  the  com- 
pany ceased  to  do  business."*  But  if  the  proceedings  have  been 
commenced  by  a  shareholder  before  the  company  has  btecome 
insolvent,  his  remedy  will  not  be  destroyed  by  a  subsequent 
winding-up  order."' 

§  629.  (a)  Insolvency  of  the  corporation  bars  the  defense. — 
Insolvency  of  the  corporation  is  a  bar  to  the  subscriber's  remedies, 
in  case  of  subscription  induced  by  fraud.     It  is  too  late  for  action 


61  Upton  V.  Tribilcock  (1875), 
?1  U.  S.  45;  Ruggles  v.  Brock,  6 
Hun,  164  (1876).  "Since  the  de- 
cision of  the  Oakes  Case  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  16  L.  T.  Rep. 
(N.  S.)  808,  particularly,  if  re- 
gard be  had  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor's judgment,  there  Is  a^  ele- 
ment of  clear  distinction,  in  de- 
termining the  rights  of  such  a 
member,  according  as  the  com- 
pany is  of  the  one  or  the  other 
:  class.  The  Lord  Chancellor  held 
that  where  an  order  had  been 
made  to  wind  up  a  company,  the 
liability  of  a  shareholder  was  a 
statutable  liability,  under  which 
the  creditors  had  a  right  attach- 
ing upon  a  person  who  had 
agreed  to  become  a  shareholder 
to  contribute  to  the  extent  of  his 
shares  towards  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  the  company.  Hence, 
he  found  fault  with  the  decision 
of  the  Lords  Justices  in  the  case 
of  the  Reese  River  Silver  Mining 
Co.,  Ex  parte  Smith,  16  L.  T.  Rep. 
(N.  S.)  549.  Although  there  was 
no  doubt  that  Smith  had  been  led 
to  take  shares  in  the  company  by 
the  false  representations  of  the 
flourishing  condition  of  the  mines 


contained  in  the  prospectus,  yet 
when  the  order  for  winding-up 
the  company  was  made,  his  name 
was  upqn  the  register;  it  was 
true  that  he  had  filed  his  bill 
against  the  company  to  be  re- 
lieved of  his  shares,  but  he  still 
held  them,  and  the  winding-up 
order  found  him  in  the  condition 
of  a  person  who  had  agreed  to  be- 
come a  member,  and  whose  name 
was  upon  the  register,  and  who 
therefore  exactly  answered  the  de- 
scription of  a  contributory  con- 
tained in  the  Companies  Act  of 
1862."  "Relief  from  Shares,"  44 
L.  T.  40. 

62  Turner  v.  Grangers,'  etc.  Ins. 
Co.  (1880),  65  Ga.  649. 

63  Oakes  v.  Turquand  (1867), 
L.  R.  2  H.  L.  325;  Stone  v.  City  & 
County  Bank  (1877),  3  C.  P.  Div. 
283;  Steele's  Case  (1879),  28  "W. 
R.  241;  Tennent  v.  City  of  Glas- 
gow Bank  (1879),  4  App.  Cas.  615. 

64  Hamilton  v.  Grangers'  Life  & 
Health  Ins.  Co.  (1881),  67  Ga.  145. 

65  Reese  Silver  Mining  Co.  v. 
Smith  (1869),  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  64; 
Henderson  v.  Lacon  (1867),  6  Eq. 
249. 
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to  rescind,  after  the  corporation  has  become  insolvent  ^nd  a  re- 
ceiver has  been  appointed."'  But,  notwithstanding  insolvency,  the 
subscriber  is  allowed  a  reasonable  time  after  discovery  of  the 
fraud  to  bring  his  suit  for  rescission."^ 

§  630.  (b)  Remedy  by  bill  in  equity. — Remedy  by  bill  in 
equity,  because  of  the  various  kinds  of  relief  obtainable  thereby, 
is  the  favorite  remedy  of  the  subscriber  in  case  of  subscription 
induced  by  fraudulent  representation.  Equity  has  jurisdiction  on 
the  grounds  of  discovery,  account,  fraud,  misrepresentation  and 
concealment."* 

§  631.  (c)  Rescission  of  the  contract. — Instead  of  filing  a  bill 
for  rescission,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  subscriber  to  notify  the  com- 
pany of  his  repudiation  of  the  subscription,  on  the  ground  of  fraud 
in  its  obtainment."°  The  subscriber  may  await  suit,  and  then 
defend  on  the  ground  that  the  subscription  was  obtained  by 
fraud.''"  A  number  of  subscribers  may  join  in  the  bill  as  com- 
plainants, where  they  were  induced  to  subscribe  by  the  same  mis- 
representations made  in  a  prospectus,''^  or  where  they  were  in- 
duced to  subscribe  by  different  forms  of  fraud.'^ 

§  632.  (d)  Fraudulent  intent  need  not  be  proved. — A  fraudu- 
lent intent  need  not  be  proved.^"  But  in  the  federal  court  the 
representations  must  be  proven  to  have  been  false,  and  with  fraud- 
ulent intent,  and  that  the  subscriber  relied  upon  them.''*  The 
subscriber  may  recover  assessments  already  paid,  without  waiting 
to  recover  damages  in  a  suit  at  law.'°  The  fraud  is  personal  to 
the  original  subscriber.     His  transferee  can  not  bring  suit.''"    The 

86BlsseIl    V.    Heath    (1894),    98  69  Savage  v.  Bartlett  (1894),  78 

Mich.  472;  Howard  v.  Turner,  155  Md.  561. 

Pa.    St.    349    (1893),    35   Am.    St.  7o  Turner  v.  Grobe   (Tex.  1898), 

Rep.   883;    Hilliard  v.  Allegheny,  44  S.  W.  898. 

etc.    Co.    (1896),    173   Pa.    St.    1;  71  Bosher  v.  Richmond,  etc.  Co. 

Sheafe  v.  Larimer  (1897),  79  Fed.  (1892),  89  Va.  455. 

921;   Olson  v.  State  Bank   (1897),  72  Carey  v.  CofEee,  etc.  Co.   (Va. 

67  Minn.  267.  1894),  20  S.  B.  778. 

8-T  Newton  Nat.  Bank  v.  Newhe-  73  Johnson  v.  Gulick  (1896),  46 

gin    (1896),  74  Fed.  135;    Dorsey,  Neb.   817,   50   Am.    St.   Rep.   629; 

etc.  Co.  V.  McCaffrey   (1894),  139  Squires   v.   Thompson    (1902),   73 

Ind.    545,    47    Am.,  St.   Rep.    290;  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  552. 

Park   v.   Kribbs    (1900),   24   Tex.  74Bartol  v.  Walton,  etc.  Co.,  92 

Civ.  App.   650;    Seal  v.  Dillon,   5  Fed.  13  (1899). 

Kan.  App.  27  (1896),  47  Pac.  317;  75McClanahan  v.    Ivanhoe,   etc. 

Savage  v.  Bartlett  (1894),  78  Md.  Co.    (1898),  96  Va.   124,  30  S.  E. 

561,  33  L.  R.  A.  737.  450. 

68  Tyler   v.   Savage    (1892),   143  76  Duranty's     Case     (1858),    26 

V.  S.  79.  Beav.  268. 
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subscriber  has  the  remedy  by  action  at  law  for  deceit  against  the 
persons  guilty  of  the  fraud.'^  Bank  directors  are  not  liable,  per- 
sonally, in  an  action  for  deceit,  for  false  statements  in  a  report 
of  the  financial  condition  of  the  bank,  where  it  was  made  in  re- 
liance upon  accounts  prepared  by  clerks  or  other  employees^' 
It  is  a  fraud,  as  to  creditors,  for  a  corporation  to  accept  full  pay- 
ment of  stock  and  to  immediately  loan  the  money  to  the  pur- 
chaser." A  mortgage  is  void,  which  is  given  by  a  corporation 
to  a  subscriber  as  security  for  the  money  paid  on  his  subscription 
for  stock.'" 

Fraudulent  and  Void  Agreements. — The  agreement  of  a  cor- 
poration is  void,'  which  undertakes  to  allow  a  stockholder  to 
surrender  his  stock  to  the  corporation,  at  a  fixed  value.*^  An 
agreement  is  void,  whereby  a  corporation  agrees  to  repay  a  stock- 
holder upon  his  subscription,  before  corporate  creditors  are  paid.'^ 
An  undertaking,  in  articles  of  incorporation,  to  exempt  stock- 
holders from  liability  of  creditors  on  their  unpaid  subscriptions, 
is  void.'^  Any  secret  agreement  is  voidable  by  other  subscribers, 
or  by  corporate  creditors,  which  provides  that  a  subscriber  may 
cancel  his  subscription.'* 

"Parol  agreement'  includes  all  representations  and  agreements 
made  up  to,  but  not  including  the  written  subscription.  Thus 
it  is  no  defense  that  the  subscriber  to  stock  in  a  railroad  company, 
was  promised  stock  in  a  construction  company,"  or  that  the  road 
would  be  built  along  a  certain  route,'^  or  that  the  capital  stock 
would  be  increased,  and  it  was  not.'' 

§  633.  (e)  "Fraudulent  representations,"  defined. — "Fraudu- 
lent representation"  is  a  statement  or  omission  of  statement  of 
past  acts  or  existing  facts,  which, — when  made  to  one,  who,  relying 

T7  Paddock   v.   Fletcher    (1869),  saVan  Pelt  v.  Gardner   (1898), 

42  Vt.  389.  54  Neb.  701. 

Tsmiey  V.  Hill  (1900),  155  Mo.  84  Armstrong  v.  Danahy  (1894), 

232,  49  L.  R.  A.  323.     See  Prescott  75  Hun,  405,  27  N.  Y.   Supp.  60; 

V.  Hughey  (1895),  65  Fed.  653.  Beals  v.  Buffalo,  etc.  Co.    (1900), 

78  State  V.  New  Orleans,  etc.  Co.  49  N.  Y.  App.  Dlv.  589 ;  Tabor,  etc. 

(1899),  51  La.  Ann.  1827.  Ry.  v.  McCormick  (1894),  90  Iowa, 

80  Sawyer   v.    Hoag    (1873),    17  446. 

Wall.  610;  Boney  v.  ■Williams,  55  ss  Russell  v.  Alabama,  etc.  Ry. 

N.  J.  Eq.  691  (1897).  (1894),  94  Ga.  510. 

siVercoutere  v.  Golden,  etc.  Co.  se  Chattanooga,    etc.    R.    R.    v. 

(1897),  116  Cal.  410.  Warhen    (1896),    98    Ga.    599,    25 

82  Guarantee,  etc.  Co.  v.  Galves-  S.  E.  988. 

ton,  etc.  R.  R.    (1901),  107  Fed.  87  Glenn   v.    Hunt    (1894).    120 

311.  Mo.  330. 
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thereon,  subscribes  to  stock, — amounts  to  a  fraud.  The  rules  ap- 
plying to  them  as  defenses  to  a  suit  on  subscription,  differ  widely. 
The  subscription  contract  cannot  be  contradicted  or  varied  by 
either  party,  by  parol  evidence  of  previous  or  contemporaneous 
separate  agreement.**  Fraudulent  representation  is  a  statement, 
or  failure  to  make  statement  of  past  acts  or  existing  facts,  where- 
by one  was  fraudulently  induced  to  subscribe  to  stock.  A  cor- 
poration is  liable  for  the  fraud  of  its  agent  in  taking  a  subscrip- 
tion. For  his  fraudulent  representation,  the  company  is  liable  to 
the  extent  that  it  has  profited  thereby,  and  cannot  defend  against 
a  bill  to  rescind  the  subscription,  on  claim  that  it  was  not  bound 
by  the  agent's  representations.  It  is  not  material  whether  he 
had  any  authority,  where  the  corporation  seeks  to  profit  by  his  mis- 
representations.*' The  company  is  not  bound  by  the  misrepres- 
entations of  any  person  who  has  no  authority  as  agent,  and  does 
not  act  as  agent  between  the  corporation  and  the  subscriber  to 
its  stock.""  Where  the  company  accept  a  subscription  taken  by 
one,  who  without  any  authority  acts  as  agent,  it  is  liable  for  his 
misrepresentations.  It  can  not  disavow  them  and  still  retain  the 
subscription."'-  Corporations  are  chargeable  with  the  fraudulent 
representations  of  its  authorized  agent,  upon  the  same  principles 
that  apply  to  contracts  between  private  individuals,  but  unless 
specially  authorized  a  director  has  no  power  to  bind  the  company 
by  his  representation.  The  representations  of  the  president,  or 
of  a  director  who  has  no  express  authority  to  take  a  subscription, 
do  not  bind  the  corporation."^  Misrepresentations  made  at  a 
public  meeting  by  an  officer  of  the  corporation,  do  not  bind  the 
company,  unless  he  was  specially  authorized  to  take  subscrip- 
tions."' Fraudulent  representations  made  in  a  prospectus,  issued 
by  authority  of  the  corporation,  bind  it  and  release  the  subscriber."* 
And  so  also  will  the  concealment  of  a  material  fact,  as  that  a 

ssDady  V.  O'Rourke  (1902),  172  so  Jewett  v.  Valley  Ry.    (1878), 

N.    y.    447;    Moore   v.    Universal,  34  Ohio  St.  601. 

etc.    Co.     (1899),    122    Mich.    48;  oi  Zang    v.    Adams     (1897),    23 

Shattuck   v.    Robblns    (1896),    68  Colo.  408,  48  Pac.  509. 

N.  H.  565,  44  Atl.  694.   Vide  supra,  02  Zang    v.    Adams    (1897),    23 

§§  255-266a.  Colo.    408,    48   Pac.    509;    Milwau- 

89  Garrison     v.     Technlc,     etc.  kee,  etc.  Co.  v.  Schoknecht  (1901), 

Works    (1897),  55  N.  J.  Eq.  708;  108  Wis.  457. 

Talmadge  v.  Sanitary,  etc.  Co.,  31  fs  Kelsey  v.   Northern,   etc.   Co. 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  498    (1898);    An-  (1871),  45  N.  Y.  505. 

derson  v.    Scott   (1900),  70  N.  H.  9*  Bosher  v.  Richmond,  etc.  Co. 

350.  (1892),  89  Va.  455. 
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Jarge  part  of  the  stock  was  issued  for  the  good  will  of  the  busi- 
ness purchased  by  the  corporation,  it  being  stated  that  the  vendors 
themselves  had  taken  a  large  portion  of  the  capital  stock."^  But 
where  the  means  of  information  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of 
±he  statements,  are  equally  open  to  the  subscriber  and  he  neglected 
to  inform  himself,  no  rescission  of  the  subscription  can  be  had."" 
Printed  reports  or  statements  presented  by  an  agent  of  the  cor- 
poration, may  be  relied  upon  by  a  subscriber,  and  will  release  him 
if  they  contain  material  misrepresentations."^  Among  examples 
of  misstatements  as  to  facts  or  acts,  made  to  a  subscriber  by  an 
agent  of  the  corporation^  which  amount  to  fraudulent  misrepres- 
■entation  when  relied  upon  by  the  subscriber,  are:  that  specified 
property  had  been  paid  for  by  the  corporation,  whereas  the  greater 
part  of  the  price  was  paid  to  promoters  ;"*  statement  by  the  pres- 
ident that  he  had  paid  $35,000  for  c.ertain  property  sold  to  the 
■corporation,  where  in  fact  he  had  paid  only  $12,000,  and  mis- 
.statement  that  other  subscribers  had  paid  in  full  for  their  stock ;'-" 
a  gross  misstatement  of  the  amount  of  property  belonging  to 
the  corporation.^  Matters  of  opinion,  or  statements  of  the  com- 
pany's prospects  or  intentions,  or  the  capacity  of  its  enterprise, 
Tiowever  unwarranted,  are  no  defense  to  the  subscriber,  as  mis- 
representations.^ 

§  634.  (f )  Necessary  allegations  in  setting  up  fraud  as  de- 
fense.— It  is  necessary  to  allege  a  material  misrepresentation  of 
a  question  of  fact,  and  fully  set  out  the  fact,  and  how  it  was 
misrepresented,  that  the  corporation  was  bound  by  the  misrep- 
resentation, and  that  the  subscriber  dissafifirmed  his  contract  of 
•subscription  within  reasonable  time  after  discovery  of  the  fraud.^ 

85  Walker  ,  v.     Anglo-American,  2  Milwaukee,  etc.  Co.  v.   Schok- 

«tc.  Co.  (1893),  72  Hun,  334.  necht  (1901),  108  Wis.  457;  John- 

96  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.   Summer-  son  v.  National,  etc.  Assn.  (1900), 

■our  (1897),  101  Ga.  820,  29  S.  E.  125  Ala.  465,  28  So.  2,  82  Am.  St. 

291.  Rep.   257;    Shick  v.  Citizens,'  etc. 

81' Peterson  v.  People,  etc.  Assn.  Co.    (1896),  15'  Ind.  App.   329,   57 

(1900),  124  Mich.   573;   Talmadge  Am.   St.  Rep.  230;   Weston  v.  Co- 

v.  Sanitary,  etc.  Co.  (1898),  31  N.  lumbus,    etc.   Ry.    (1892),    90    Ga. 

X  App.  Div..  498.  289,  15  S.  E.  773;   Bartol  v.  Wal- 

98  West   End,   etc.    Co.   v.   Nash  ton,  etc.  Co.    (1899),  92  Fed.  13; 

-<W.  Va.  1902),  41  S.  E.  182.  Jefferson  v.  Hewitt  (1892),  95  Cal. 

,    09  Alabama,   etc.  Works   v.   Dal-  535;    Shattuck  v.  Robbiris   (1896), 

las    (1900),    127   Ala.   513,   29   So.  68  N.  H.  565,  44  Atl.  694. 

459.  3  Armstrong  V.  Karshner  (1890), 

1  Hubbard  v.  Weare    (1890),  79  47  Ohio  St.  276. 
Iowa,  678. 
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He  can  set  up  the  defense  of  fraud  in  inducing  him  to  subscribe, 
only  by  a  suit  in  equity.  He  can  not  set  up  the  fraud  in  a  suit  at 
law.*  Where  the  complaint  alleges  the  receipt  of  a  dividend  and 
payment  of  several  instalments  by  the  subscriber,  it  need  not 
allege  that  the  full  capital  stock  has  been  subscribed." 

§  635.  (g)  Remedy  by  action  for  money  had  and  received. — 
An  action  for  money  had  and  received  can  not  be  brought  against 
other  stockholders  for  the  fraud  of  a  promoter." 

§  635a.  Irregular  incorporation  is  no  defense. — Irregular  in- 
corporation is  no  defense  by  a  subscriber  to  an  action  by  creditors 
to  enforce  payment  of  subscription.  A  de  facto  corporation  may 
maintain  the  suit  against  a  subscriber.^  "Where  there  is  a  cor- 
poration de  facto,  with  no  want  of  legislative  power  to  its  due  and 
legal  existence ;  where-  it  is  proceeding  in  the  performance  of 
corporate  functions,  and  the  public  are  dealing  with  it  on  the 
supposition  that  it  is  what  it  professes  to  be;  and  the  questions 
suggested  are  only  whether  there  has  been  exact  regularity  and 
strict  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  law  relating  to  in- 
corporation,— it  is  plainly  a  dictate  alike  of  justice  and  of  public 
policy,  that,  in  controversies  between  the  de  facto  corporation  and 
those  who  have  entered  into  contract  relations  with  it  as  corpor- 
ators or  otherwise,  such  questions  should  not  be  suffered  to  be 
raised."^  An  exception  to  the  rule,  is  that  where  subscription 
was  made  before  incorporation,  the  subscriber  may  make  the 
defense  of  illegal  or  irregular  incorporation.  He  may  insist 
upon  a  "strict  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  charter,  in 
cases  of  subscription  prior  to  the  organization  of  the  company."* 
The  company,  in  its  suit  upon  a  subscription  made  before  its 

*  Bartol  V.  Walton,  etc.  Co.,   92  Mich.  389;  American  Alkali  Co.  v. 

Fed.   Rep.    13    (1899);    Lantry  v.  Campbell    (1902),    113    Fed.   Rep. 

Wallace   (1901),  182  U.  S.  536.  398;    Fish    v.    Smith    (1900),    73 

sDuluth,  etc.  Co.  V.  De  Witt,  63   '  Conn.   377,   84  Am.   St.  Rep.  161; 

Minn.  538  (1896).  Harris  v.  Gateway,  etc.  Co.  (1901), 

oPerryv.  Hale  (1887),  143  Mass.  128  Ala.   652,  29  So.  611;   Torras 

540.  V.  Raehurn  (1899), "108  Ga.  345,  33 

7  Hamilton  v.  Clarion,  etc.  R.  R.  S.  E.  989. 

(1891),  144  Pa.  St.  34;    Hause  v.  9  Taggart  v.  Western  Md.  R.  R. 

Mannheimer  (1897),  67  Minn.  194;  (1866),  24  Md.  563,  89  Am.  Dec. 

Wadesboro,  etc.  Co.  v.  Burns,  114  760;  Capps  v.  Hastings,  etc.  Co.,  40 

N.   C.   353    (1894),   19   S.   B.   238;  Neb.  470   (1894),  28  L.  R.  A.  259, 

Cardwell  v.  Kelly   (1898),  95  Va.  42  Am.  St.  Rep.   677;   Northwest- 

570,  40  L.  R.  A.  240.  ern,  etc.  Co.  v.  Lanning  (1901),  83 

8  Cooley,    J.,    in     Swartout    v.  Minn.  19. 
Michigan,    etc.    R.    R.    (1872),    24 
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incorporation,  must  aver  its  compliance  in  detail  with  the  statutory 
requirements."  "I  understand  the  rule  to  be  well  settled,  that 
where  papers,  having  color  of  compliance  with  the  statutes,  have 
been  filed  with  the  proper  state  officers  and  meet  their  approval, 
but  are  in  fact  so  defective  as  to  be  incapable  of  supporting  the 
corporation  as  against  the  State,  they  are  as  against  a  subscriber 
to  its  capital,  held  sufficient  to  constitute  a  corporation  de  facto 
if  supported  by  proof  of  user."^^  But  the  rule  is  different  where 
the  subscription  was  made  in  anticipation  of  incorporation,  and 
before  it.  A  subscriber  for  stock  prior  to  incorporation  may  re- 
quire regular  and  legal  incorporation  as  the  implied  condition  of 
his  subscription,  and  may  defend  against  suit  for  payment,  that 
the  company  has  not  been  legally  incorporated.^^  Illegal  or 
irregular  organization  of  a  corporation  is  not  a  good  defense  by 
stockholders  who  have  acquiesced  in  the  illegality  or  irregularity.^* 
Accordingly,  in  an  action  against  stockholders  after  corporate  in- 
solvency, it  is  no  defense  that  the  by-laws  and  stock  subscriptions 
were  illegal  because  the  trustees  were  not  stockholders,  the  de- 
fendants having  acquiesced  in  the  acts  of  the  trustees  for  several 
years.^*  Nor  can  illegality  in  the  election  of  directors  be  set  up 
as  a  defense  to  an  action  upon  a  subscription.^^  Irregularity  or 
informality  by  failure  to  record,  as  required  by  statute,  an  increase 
of  the  capital  stock,  furnishes  no  defense  to  a  subscriber  to  such 
increased  stock.^' 

§  636.  Conditions  unfulfilled. — Where  an  individual  sub- 
scribes for  stock  in  a  corporation  on  certain  conditions  to  be 

10  Brooksviile  R.  R.  v.  Byron,  50  (1901),  83  Minn.  19;  Williams  v. 
S.  W.  530  (Ky.  1899).  Citizens,'  etc.  Co.   (1900),  25  Ind. 

11  Upton  V.  Hansbrough  (1873),  App.  351;  Brooksvillo  R.  R.  v. 
3  Biss.  417;  Hamilton  v.  Clarion,  Byron  (Ky.  1899),  50  S.  "W.  530; 
etc.  R.  R.  (1891),  144  Pa.  St.  34;  Greenbrier  Ind.  Ex.  v.  Rodes,  37 
Hause  V.  Mannheimer  (1897),  67  W.  Va.  738  (1893),  17  S.  E.  305. 
Minn.  194;  State  Bank,  etc.  Co.  v.  Tide  infra,  ultra  vires,  §§  896, 
Peirce  (1894),  92  Iowa,  668;  Amer-  646,  and  Tide  supra,  Pabtnebship 
ican    Homestead    Co.    v.    Lenigan  Liability,  §§  126-140. 

(1893),  46  La.  Ann.  1118;   Ogden  is  Cf.  §§  13  and  16,  supra. 

Clay    Co.    V.    Harvey     (1894),    9  uRoss   v.    Bank    of   Gold    Hill 

Utah,    497,    35    Pac.    510;    Wades-  (Nev.  1888),  19  Pac.  Rep.  243. 

boro  V.  Burns    (1897),   114  N.  C.  is  Johnson     v.     Crawfordsville, 

353,    19    S.    E.    238;    Cardwell    v.  etc.  R.  Co.,  11  Ind.  280;  Eakright 

Kelly  (1898),  95  Va.  570,  40  L.  R.  v.  Logansport,  etc.  R.  Co.,  13  Ind. 

A,  240.  404. 

laCapps  V.  Hastings,  etc.  Co.,  40  "Chubb  v.  Upton,  95  U.  S.  665; 

Neb.  470  (1894),  28  L.  R.  A.  259;  Handley  v.  Stutz,  159  U.  S.  417. 
Northwestern,  etc.  Co.  v.  Lanning 
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performed,  his  liability  as  a  stockholder  does  not  become  com- 
plete until  the  conditions  have  been  met ;  for  the  question  whether 
the  subscription  makes  him  a  stockholder  depends  upon  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  the  charter,  and  whether  the  subscription  was  a 
step  prelirninary  to  organization.'^'  Thus,  where  a  subscription  is 
made  on  the  condition  that  the  whole  amount  of  the  capital  stock 
should  be  a  fixed  sum,  the  subscriber  is  not  liable  for  corporate 
debts  until  the  whole  amount  is  subscribed  ;^^  and  where  two 
subscriptions  were  void,  being  made  by  married  women,  and  as 
a  matter  of  fact  were  never  paid,  it  was  held  that  the  condition 
had  not  been  complied  with.'^^  -But  the  rights  of  the  subscriber 
in  such  cases  may  be  waived,  and  he  may  be  bound  by  his  sub- 
scription, even  though  the  conditions  upon  which  he  relied  have 
failed.^"     But  in  order  that  this  defense  may  be  made  available 


IT  Butler  University  v.  Scoon- 
over  (1887),  114  Ind.  381;  Appeal 
■of  Halin  (Pa.  1887),  7  Atl.  Rep. 
482;  Brand  v.  Lawrencevllle 
Branch  R.  Co.,  22  Fed.  Rep.  522; 
Callanan  v.  Windsor,  78  Iowa, 
193. 

"Temple  v.  Lemon  (1886),  112 
111.  51. 

19  Appeal  of  Halin  (Pa.  1887),  7 
Atl.  Rep.  482.  One  subscribed  for 
stock  in  a  projected  railroad,  and, 
in  consideration  of  the  suhscrip- 
tions,  the  company  agreed  to  de- 
posit collaterals  to  secure  him. 
After  he  had  paid  a  portion  of  his 
subscription,  the  company  made 
such  a  disposition  of  the  collater- 
als as  to  put  them  beyond  his  con- 
trol, contrary  to  the  contract  of 
subscription;  and  it  was  held  that 
he  was  released  from  his  obliga- 
tions. Reusens  v.  Mexican  Nat. 
Construction  Co.,  22  Fed.  Rep. 
522. 

2oMusgrave  v.  Morrison  (1880), 
54  Md.  161;  Morrison  v.  Dorsey, 
48  Md.  468;  Hager  v.  Cleveland,  36 
Md.  476  (1872).  Cf.  Boston,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Pearson,  128  Mass.  445. 
In  an  article  entitled  "Delay  in 
Repudiating  Shares,"  in  the  So- 
licitors' Journal  and  Reporter,  in 
the  course  of  a  discussion  of  the 
necessity  of  promptness  in  the  re- 


scission of  the  contract  of  sub- 
scription it  is  said:  "In  disposing 
of  this  topic  we  saw  that  there 
was  a  considerable  difference  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  of  the 
claim  to  rescission — i.  e.,  whether 
the  contention  be  (1)  'I  admit 
that  I  agreed  to  take  shares  in  the 
company,  but  I  say  that  my  agree- 
ment was  procured  by  fraud' 
(misrepresentation);  or  (2)  'I  ad- 
mit that  I  agreed  to  take  shares 
in  a  company,  but  it  was  a  differ- 
ent company  to  that  in  which  I 
have  been  registered'  (variation) ; 
or  (3)  'I  deny  that  I  have  agreed 
to  take  shares  in  any  company  at 
air  (e.  g.)  when  the  allotment 
was  made  too  late,  or  accompanied 
by  an  unaccepted  condition.  .  .  . 
Repudiation  must  not  lag  far  be- 
hind discovery.  If  suspicions  have 
been  aroused,  the  court  expects 
that  the  party  should  forthwith 
take  the  trouble  of  satisfying  his 
mind  one  way  or  the  other.  It 
will  not  hear  of  his  shutting  his 
eyes  and  afterwards  urging  that 
he  had  not  seen  anything  until, 
etc.,  etc.,  happened  (see  Lord 
Cairns  in  Ogilvie  v.  Currie,  16 
W.  R.  769).  Doubtless  many  per- 
sons would  like  to  hold  on  to  their 
shar.es  as  long  as  possible,  so  as 
to    take    the    benefit    of    every 
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in  a  creditor's  action  against  a  stockholder,  it  must  appear  that 
there  was  a  condition  precedent  to  HabiHty.  The  subscriber  can 
not  create  unreal  conditions  for  the  purposes  of  defense.  Thus, 
in  an  action  in  behalf  of  creditors  of  a  corporation,  to  recover 
upon  a  subscription  to  its  capital  stock,  where  the  answer  admits 
the  purchase  of  the  stock,  but  alleges  a  subsequent  surrender  of 
it,  and  a  discharge  of  the  obligation  to  pay  therefor,  the  fact; 
that  all  of  the  authorized  capital  stock  may  not  have  been  taken^ 
is  not  available  in  defense." 


chance  of  the  concern  turning  out 
well,  and  repudiate  if  it  became 
hopeless.  This,  however,  is  pre- 
cisely what  the  court  very 
sternly  sets  its  face  against.  .  .  . 
Acquiescence  is  founded  on  knowl- 
edge, and  a  man  cannot  be  said 
to  have  acquiesced  in  a  transac- 
tion if  he  is  not  proved  to  have 
had  knowledge  of  it.  Stewart's 
Case,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  App.  574,  per 
Lord  Justice  Turner.  ...  In 
Lawrence  and  Kincaid's  Cases, 
L.  R.  2  Ch.  App.  412,  426,  15  W.  R. 
571,  the  memorandum  was  not 
registered  when  these  gentlemen 
applied  for  shares.  Lord  Cairns, 
L.  J.,  said  the  applicant  'must  be 
taken  to  have  known  either  that 
this  memorandum  was  prepared 
and  accessible  at  the  time  of  his 
application,  or  that  it  must  be 
prepared  forthwith;  and  that  in 
either  case,  both  it  and  the  arti- 
cles must,  in  their  very  nature, 
be  documents  differing  widely  in 
form  from,  and,  in  all  measures 
ot  detail  at  least,  going  beyond 
the  prospectus;  and  with  regard 
to  documents  of  this  description, 
on  the  mode  of  framiiig  which 
consistently  with  the  prospectus 
so  much  difference  of  opinion 
might  well  arise,  it  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  first  principles  of  jus- 
tice to  hold  that  Mr.  Lawrence 
was  at  liberty  to  remain  wholly 
passive,  content  to  trust  to  what 
was  stated  in  the  prospectus,  and, 
while  he  knew  that  an  authority 
to  register  his  name  and  hold  him 
out   as   a    shareholder    had    been 


given  and  probably  acted-  upon, 
keeping  himself  in  a  position  to 
ratify  all  that  had  been  done  if 
the  company  turned  out  prosper- 
ous, but  for  the  first  time  to  in- 
quire, and,  if  possible,  repudiate 
should  a  financial  panic  come,  or 
the  speculation  turn  out  unsuc- 
cessful.' ...  In  Wilkinson's 
Case,  15  W.  R.  33,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  App. 
536,  Turner,  L.  J.,  said  that  th& 
fact  of  the  party  having  paid  calls 
threw  on  him  the  onus  of  prov- 
ing that  he  did  not  know  of  the 
variance,  and  it  was  not  enough 
that  he  Said  he  had  not  seen  the 
articles.  Lord  Cairns  thought 
that  'where  a  man  agrees  to  take 
shares  and  to  be  bound  by  the 
memorandum  and  articles,  he 
must  be  affected  with  notice  of 
their  contents,  unless,  at  all 
events,  within  a  reasonable  time 
during  which  he  can  acquire 
knowledge  of  the  contents  he  re- 
pudiates the  shares.'  ...  In 
Peel's  Case,  15  W,  R.  1100,  L.  R. 
2  Ch.  App.  674,  Lord  Cairns  re- 
peated what  he  had  said  in  Law- 
rence's Case,  and  said  that  if  the 
memorandum  and  articles  werfe 
in  existence  when  the  party  ap- 
plied for  shares,  and  If  he  agreed 
to  take  on  the  footing  of  them, 
he  ought  to  be  held  bound  to  look 
before  he  applied.  Where  they 
were  not  in. existence  when  the 
application  was  made,  he  ought  to 
look,  -at  latest,  when  he  received 
the  allotment." 

21  Farnsworth    v.     Robbins,     36 
Minn.  369    (1887).     A  stipulation. 
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§  637.  Forfeiture  and  cancellation  of  stock. — Where  the 
officers  of  a  corporation,  in  good  faith,  declare  certain  stock  to 
be  forfeited,  under  a  power  conferred  upon  them  by  the  statute 
or  charter  pursuant  to  which  the  company  was  organized,  the 
person  in  whose  name  the  stock  stands  upon  the  books  of  the 
company,  is  freed  from  liability,  in  respect  not  only  to  the  com- 
pany and  his  co^stockholders,  but  also  to  the  corporate  creditors,-'' 
and  this  is  true  whether  the  debts  were  created  before  or  after 
the  forfeiture  of  the  stock.''^  But  the  officers  of  a  corporation 
have  no  power  to  declare  stock  forfeited  and  to  cancel  it,  unless 
it  is  for  the  benefit,  not  only  of  the  creditors,  but  also  for  that 
of  the  stockholders  and  the  State,  for  tBe  directors  are  the  trustees 


in  a  contract  of  subscription  to 
organization  stock  of  a  corpora- 
tion, that  bonds  secured  by  first 
mortgage  on  the  company's  plant 
shall  be  issued  to  the  subscriber 
to  the  full  amount  of  his  subscrip- 
tion, is  not  to  be  regarded  as 
a  condition  precedent  to  liability 
■upon  the  subscription;  for  it  Is 
nothing  more  than  an  independ- 
ent stipulation,  for  the  breach  of 
which  the  remedy  would  be  in 
damages;  so  that  where  the  sub- 
scriber paid  part  of  his  subscrip- 
tion in  cash,  giving  notes,  to  be 
paid  upon  call,  for  the  balance, 
and  having  become  a  director, 
after  the  organization  was  com- 
pleted, without  receiving  his 
bonds,  the  defense  of  unfulfilled 
condition  to  a  creditor's  action 
was  held  not  good,  especially  as 
the  mortgage  to.  secure  the  bonds 
could  only  be  obtained  by  pay- 
ment of  the  fund  subscribed. 
Morrow  v.  Nashville,  etc.  Co.,  87 
Tenn.  262  (1889),  10  Am.  St.  Rep. 
658. 

22  Mills  V.  Stewart,  41  N.  Y.  384; 
Allen  V.  Montgomery,  etc.  R.  Co., 
11  Ala.  437,  450;  Macauley  v.  Rob- 
inson, 18  La.  Ann.  619;  Ex  parte 
.Beresford,  2  Macn.  &  G.  197; 
Woolaston's  Case,  4  De  Gex  &  J. 
437;  Kelk's  Case,  L.  R.  9  Bq.  107; 
Dawes'  Case,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  232; 
Snell's  Case,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  22.    And 


where  stock  had  been  issued  as  a 
stock  dividend,  upon  the  false  pre- 
tense that  it  had  been  earned,  and 
was  afterward  cancelled,  it  was 
h,eld  that  as  to  such  stock  the  de- 
fendant was  released  from  liabil- 
ity upon  corporate  debts,  the  stock 
having  been  cancelled  before  the 
debts  were  created.  Hollingshead 
V.  Woodward,  35  Hun,  410.  The 
A.  insurance  company,  as  part  of 
a  contract  of  reinsurance^  trans- 
ferred its  assets  to  the  B.  Insur-  ■ 
ance  company.  The  B.,  under  the 
agreement,  issued  its  stock  in  ex- 
change for  the  stock  of  the  A., 
and  redeemed  it  at  par.  The  A. 
was  in  fact  insolvent,  and  a  re- 
ceiver was  afterwards  appointed, 
who  sued  a  former  stockholder  in 
the  A.  who  had  thus  exchanged 
his  stock  and  redeemed  it,  at  par, 
to  recover  the  amount  thus  re- 
ceived by  him,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained. Bent  v.  Hart,  73  Mo.  641, 
Sherwood,  C.  J.-,  dissenting,  10  Mo. 
App.  143. 

23  Mills  V.  Stewart  (1869),  41 
N.  Y.  384.  But  the  power  of  for- 
feiture must  be  exercised  under 
the  authority  conferred  by  the 
statute  creating  the  corporation; 
there  is  no  such  power  at  com- 
mon law.  Creyke's  Case,  L.  R.  5 
Ch.  63. 
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of  all  the  stockholders  and  of  the  State  as  well.^*  The  power 
can  not  be  exercised  in  behalf  of  any  one  shareholder,  but  is 
only  to  be  used  where  the  interests  of  the  corporation,  its  cred- 
itors and  all  the  shareholders,  demand  it.  Therefore  when  the 
directors  of  a  company,  who  had  the  power  in  their  discretion  to 
sue  a  shareholder  for  unpaid  calls  on  his  stock,  or  to  declare  it 
forfeited,  agreed  to  relieve  him  of  further  liability  on  condition 
that  he  would  consent  to  an  absolute  forfeiture,  but  afterwards 
discovered  that  he  was  solvent  and  refused  to  perform,  it  was  held 
that  they  could  not  be  compelled  specifically  to  perform  the  con- 
tract.'''' Where  a  stockholder  who  has  not  paid  anything  for  his 
stock,  surrenders  it  to  the  corporation,  he  can  not  be  held  liable 
to  a  creditor  of  the  corporation  whose  claim  first  accrues  after 
the  surrender.^'  A  subscriber  to  stock  is  liable  to  the  creditors 
of  the  corporation  to  the  amount  of  his  unpaid  subscription,  al- 
though payment  was  to  be  in  property,  and  he  had,  by  agreement 
with  the  corporation,  surrendered  all  claim  for  stock,  and  it  had 
released  all  claim  on  the  property.^^ 

§  638.  Withdrawal  of  subscription. — Any  time  before  in- 
corporation, a  subscriber  may  withdraw  from  his  subscription, 
and  give  verbal  notice  thereof  to  the  manager  of  the  projected 
enterprise.^^ 

§  639.  Rescission  of  contract. — Rescission  applies,  instead 
of  withdrawal,  in  case  of  fraudulent  representation.     Cancellation 

2<i  Bedford  R.  Co.  v.  Bowser,  48  207;  Richmond's  Case,  4  Kay  &  J. 
Pa.  St.  29  (1864).  Nor  Is  a  for-  305;  Walters'  Second  Case,  3  De 
feiture  proper  in  case  the  stock-  Gex  &  Sm.  244.  And  a  forfeiture 
holder  is  responsible.  Chouteau  which  Is  Intentionally  fraudulent 
V.  Dean,  7  Mo.  App.  211;  Spach-  may  be  enjoined,  and,  when  con- 
man  V.  Evans,  t.  R.  3  H.  L.  171.  summated,  set  aside.  German- 
Cf.  Bedford  R.  Co.  v.  Bowser,  48  town,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Fitler,  60  Pa. 
Pa.   St.   29    (1864).     A  forfeiture  St.  124. 

brought    about    by    collusion    be-  25  Harris  v.  North  Devon  Ry.  Co. 

tween  the  stockholder  and  the  dl-  (1855),   20   Beav.   284.     See,  also, 

rectors,   will   not   relieve   him   of  Price  v.  Denbigh,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  38 

liability  either  to  the  corporation  L.  J.  Ch.  461. 

or  Its  creditors.     Burke  v.  Smith,  26  Johnson   v.   LuUman    (1885), 

16  Wall.  394;  Mills  v.  Stewart,  41  15  Mo.  App.  55. 

N.    Y.    384,    386    (1869);    Slee   v.  27  singer  v.  Given,  61  Iowa,  93. 

Bloom,  19  Johns.  456;  Hall's  Case,  28  Hudson,    etc.    Co.    v.    Tower 

L.  R.  5  Ch.  707;   In  re  Agricult-  (1894),  161  Mass.  10;  Providence, 

ural  Ins.  Co.,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  161;  etc.  Co.  v.  Kent  (1896),  19  R.  R. 
Stanhope's  Case,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  161;   '   561;    Raegener   v.    Brockway,    58 

Stewart's  Case,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  511;  N.    Y.    App.    Div.    166     (1901); 

Gower's   Case,   L.   R.    6    Eq.    77;  Plank's,  etc.  Co.  v.  Birkhard,  87 

Spachman's  Case,  11  Jur.  (N.  S.)  Mich.  182  (1891). 
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is  the  term  applicable  to  surrender  of  a  subscription  contract  by 
consent  of  all  parties  interested  in  the  contract.  The  directors, 
have  no  power  to  release  a  subscriber  or  to  allow  any  new  con- 
ditions to  be  made  on  his  subscription  without  the  consent  of  all 
the  stockholders.^"  Where  no'  creditor's  rights  intervene,  the 
stockholders,  by  unanimous  consent,  may  reduce  subscriptions  by 
cancellation  of  one-half  the  amount,  but  the  directors  have  no 
such  authority.^"  One  subscriber  for  stock  can  not  have  his 
subscription  cancelled  unless  by  the  consent  of  all  the  other  sub- 
scribers, unless  in  case  of  fraud  or  mistake.^^  A  subsequent 
creditor 'can  not  complain  where  all  the  stockholders  consent  to 
cancel  the  subscripiion.^^  There  may  be  cancellation  of  sub- 
scription where  without  any  formal  action  the  stockholders  all 
acquiesce.^^  Cancellation  of  a  subscription  to  the  prejudice  of 
creditors  may  be  set  aside  in  equity.'*  A  subscriber  is  liable  to> 
subsequent  creditors,  even  though  he  surrenders  his  stock.'*^ 
"The  governing  officers  of  a  corporation  can  not  by  agreement 
or  other  transaction  with  the  stockholder  release  the  latter  from 
his  obligations  to  pay,  to  the  prejudice  of  its  creditors,  except  by 
fair  and  honest  dealing  and  for  a  valuable  consideration."'" 

§  640.  Compromise. — There  can  be  no  compromise  where 
there  is  no  controversy.  In  case  of  a  denial  of  his  liability  by 
a  stockholder,  the  directors,  in  good  faith,  may  compromise-  with 
him  by  reducing  the  amount  of  his  subscription,'^  and  a  receiver 
of  the  corporation  can  not  afterward  collect  anything  further  on 
the  stock.'*  The  stocl'tholder  can  not  defeat  garnishee  process  by 
settlement  with  the  corporation  for  less  than  the  amount  due, 

29  Lafayette,  etc.  Corporation  v.  33  Tulare,    etc.    Bank   v.   Talbot 

Riland   (1S91),  80  Wis.  39;   Brad-  (1900),  131  Cal.  45. 

dock,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Bily   (1899),  11  34  Carter  v.  Union  Printing  Co. 

Pa,  Sup.  Ct.  144.  (1891),  54  Ark.  576,  16  S.  W.  576; 

30 Glenn  v.   Hatchet    (1890),  91  Harmon  v.  Hunt  (1895),  116  N.  C. 

Ala.  316,  8  So.  656.  678,  21  S.  E.  559;  Balfour  v.  Baker 

31  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.  Summer-  City  Gas  Co.  (1895),  27  Oreg.  300, 
our   (1897),  101  Ga.  820,  29  S.  B.  41  Pac.  164. 

291;  Pacific  Fruit  Co.  V.  Coon,  107  35  Chrisman,    etc.    Co.    v.    Inde- 

Cal.  447   (1895);  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  pendence,  etc.  Co.   (Mo.  1902),  6S 

V.  Lyon    (1901),  10  Okla.  704,  64  S.  W.  1026. 

Pac.    6;    Non-Electric,   etc.    Co.   \.  ae  Potts  v.  Wallace   (1892),  146. 

Peabody    (1897),    21    N.    V.    App.  IT.  S.  689. 

Div.  247.  37  whitaker    v.    Grummond,    68 

32  Shoemaker  v.  Washburn,  etc.  Mich.  249  (1888). 

Co.  (1897),  97  Wis.  585.  38  New  Haven  T.  Co.  v.  Nelson 

(1901),  73  Conn.  477. 
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just  before  the  process  is  commenced  against  him.^°  A  court  of 
equity  can  not  authorize  a  receiver  to  compromise  a  subscription, 
unless  all  the  stockholders  are  parties  to  the  equitable  suit.*"  It 
is  no  available  defense  to  a  subscriber,  that  he  never  paid  the 
percentage  required  by  statute  to  be  paid  at  the  time  of  his  sub- 
scription.*^ The  defense  will  not  avail  him,  that  the  corporation 
engaged  in  business  before  the  one-half  of  its  capital  had  been 
paid  in,  as  required  by  the  charter.*^  Such  a  statutory  require- 
ment of  payment  of  percentage  of  the  capital  stock  may  be  com- 
plied with  by  payment  in  property.*' 

§  641.  Estoppel  to  deny  liability. — Inasmuch  as  outsiders 
dealing  with  the  corporation,  have  no  means  of  knowing  of  its 
financial  condition  except  the  public  acts  and  records  and  declara- 
tions of  its  officials  and  stockholders,  they  have  a  right  to  rely 
upon  them ;  and  stockholders  who  have  participated  in  corporate 
acts  and  made  themselves  responsible  for  representations  to  third 
parties  by  their  assent,  express  or  implied,  can  not  evade  their  lia- 
bility to  corporate  creditors.  Thus,  when  a  subscription  to  the 
capital  stock  of  a  corporation  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  sub- 
sequent organization,  which  is  afterwards  had,  and  the  subscriber 
pays  part  of  his  subscription,  and  transfers  shares,  he  thereby 
recognizes  and  affirms  his  contract  of  subscription.**  So,  per- 
sons who  subscribe  to  stock  and  participate  in  an  irregular  forma- 
tion of  a  corporation  become  a  corporation  de  facto,  if  not  de  jure, 
and  as  such  are  liable  at  least  to  the  extent  of  the  stock  sub- 
scribed by  them;*^  and  one  who  participates  in  the  organization 
of  a  company  and  acts  as  its  president,  waives  any  irregularities 
therein,  and  upon  him  the  by-laws  and  charter    are  binding.*" 

-  39  World's     Fair,     etc.     Co.     v.  ^i  Bell's  Appeal,  115  Pa.  St.  188. 

Gasch  (1896),  162  111.  402.  The   payment   of   one   invalid   as- 

loHambleton   v.    Glenn    (1890),  sessment    upon    stock    is    not    a 

72  Md.  331,  20  Atl.  115.  waiver   of  another.     Atlantic  De 

41  Webb  V.  Baltimore,  etc.  R.  R.  Laine  Co.  v.  Mason  (1858),  5  R.  I. 

(1893),  77  Md.  92,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  463.     Cf.  Field  v.  Pierce    (1869), 

396;  Union  Water  Co.  v.  Kean,  52  102  Mass.  253;  Cover  v.  Manaway 

N.  J.  Eg.  Ill  (1893).  (1886),   115  Pa.   St.   338;    Thomp- 

*2  Maine,   etc.   Co.   v.   Southern,  son  v.  Reno  Savings  Bank  (1885), 

etc.  Co.   (1899),  92  Me.  444;  Nau-  19  Nev.  103;   Inter-Mountain  Pub. 

gatuck  Water   Co.  v.  NIcolls,   58  Co.  v.  Jack,  5  Mont.  568. 

Conn.  403  (1890),  8  L.  R.  A.  637.  *5  Marshall  Foundry  Co.  v.  Kil- 
ls Fargason  V.   Oxford,   etc.   Co.  lian   (1888),  99  N.  C.  501,  6  Am. 

(1900),   78   Miss.   65,   27   So.   877;  St.  Rep.  539. 

McCandless  v.  Inland,  etc.  Co.,  115  *«  Marshall  Foundry  Co.  v.  Kil- 

Ga.  958  (1902),  42  S.  B.  449.  lian  (1888),  99  N,  C.  501,  6  Am.  St. 
Vol.  11  —  60 
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But  whether  one  who  subscribes  for  stock  in  a  corporation,  is 
thereafter  estopped  from  denying  his  liability  as  a  stockholder, 
depends  upon  the  terms  of  his  contract  of  subscription  and  the 
organic  law  of  the  corporation.  When  the  corporation,  in  its 
correspondence,  uses  letter-heads  upon 'which  is  a  statement  pur- 
porting to  be  the  amount  of  the  capital  stock,  the  officers  and 
stockholders  are  not  estopped  from  denying  that  the  amount  in- 
dicated was  the  actual  capital  stock.*'  Nor,  in  an  action  by  a 
corporate  creditor  against  a  stockholder,  is  the  defendant  bound 
by  entries  in  the  books  of  the  corporation.*'  Stockholders  are 
estopped  to  deny  the  validity  of  increase  of  capital,  by  accepting 
their  pro  rata  of  the  increase,  or  by  voting  for  it,  or  taking  div- 
idends upon  it,  and  by  holding  it  out  to  those  dealing  with  the 
company  as  an  actual  componient  part  of  the  capital.*" 

§  642.  Laches.  Ratification.  Waiver  of  defenses. — ^Where 
the  facts  constituting  fraudulent  inducement  "to  purchase  stock, 
were  not  discovered  till  more  than  five  years  afterwards,  and 
only  a  little  while  before  the  purchaser  filed  his  bill  to  set  aside 
the  purchase,  he  is  not  estopped  by  laches.'"'    It  is  the  subscriber's 

Rep.  539.  Where  one,  prior  to  tie 
incorporation  of  a  turnpike  com- 
to  its  capital  stock,  to  be  paid 
pany,  subscribed  a  certain  amount 
when  the  incorporation  was  com- 
pleted and  work  begun,  the  sub- 
scription is  not  a  mere  voluntary 
donation,  but  is  enforceable,  hav- 
ing been  made  in  consideration  of 
receiving  a  property  right  as 
stockholder  in  the  road ;  and  other 
persons  having  subscribed  on  the 
faith  of  that  subscription,  and 
work  having  been  commenced,  the 
subscriber  is  estopped  to  deny  the 
subscription.  Bullock  v.  Falmouth 
&  Chipman  Hall  Turnpike  Road 
Co.  (1887),  85  Ky.  184.  In  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  from  defendant  a 
debt  of  a  manufacturing  corpora- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  the  cap- 
ital stock  had  not  been  fully  paid 
in,  it  appeared  that  defendant  had 
signed  the  articl'es  of  incorpora- 
tion, had  subscribed  for  stock, 
was  a  trustee  and  secretary  of 
the  corporation,  and  actively  en- 
gaged in  its  management,  vand 
that  his  name  was  recorded  in  the 


corporate  books  as  a  stockholder. 
It  was  held,  that  he  was  a  stock- 
holder, although  he  had  neither 
paid  for  his  stock  nor  received  a 
certificate  for  it.  Wheeler  v.  Mil- 
lar, 90  N.  Y.  353.  Ace.  Griswold  v. 
Seligman  (1880),  72  Mo.  110. 

irwarfield,  Howell  &  Co.  v. 
Marshall  County  Canning  Co.,  72 
Iowa,  666   (1887). 

48  Nielson  v.  Crawford,  52  Cal. 
248  (1877).  Where  a  subscriber 
gives  to  a  corporation  a  bond 
which  assumes  that  the  obligor 
has  subscribed  for  stock  and  has 
retained  the  subscription  price  as 
a  loan  for  which  the  bond  is 
given,  it  appearing  that  he  had 
never  subscribed  for  nor  received 
any  stock,  the  obligor  is  not  es- 
topped from  denying  that  he  is 
a  stockholder.  Butler  Uni-versity 
V.  Scoonover  (1887),  114  Ind.  381, 
5  Am.  St.  Rep.  627. 

«Handley  v.  Stutz,  139  U.  S. 
417. 

BO  Chicago  Trust,  etc.  Bank  v. 
Ball  (1903),  108  111.  App.  321. 
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duty,  immediately  upon  learning  of  the  fraud,  to  decide  whether 
to  rescind  the  subscription,  or  to  waive  his  right  to  do  so.  He 
cannot  wait  to  see  if  the  corporate  enterprise  is  a  success,  and 
afterward,  if  it  fails,  repudiate  the  subscription.  Any  such  de- 
lay will  be  a  bar  to  his  relief.^^  Laches  date  from  the  time  the 
subscriber  first  has  information  of  the  fraud. ''^ 

Ratification  as  a  bar  to  the  subscriber's  remedies. — A  subscrip- 
tion obtained  by  fraud,  may  cease  to  be  voidable  and  become 
binding  upon  the  subscriber  by  any  act  of  his,  inconsistent  with 
his  intent  to  repudiate  the  contract.  Any  such  act  of  his,  after 
he  knew  of  the  fraud,  will  ratify  the  contract,  and  waive  his 
right  to  disaffirm  it.  Examples  of  such  acts  are:  Acting  as 
director  in  the  corporation  with  knov;ledge  of  the  fraud  f^  attend- 
ing a  stockholders'  meeting  and  voting  to  assess  the  stock,  and 
afterwards  paying  the  assessment;^*  paying  a  call  and  waiting  a 
year  after  knowledge  of  the  fraud  ;^^  paying  an  instalment  and 
participating  in  a  corporate  meeting.^^ 

Waiver  of  defenses. — Participation  in  corporate  meetings  by  a 
subscriber  with  knowledge  that  the ,  whole  capital  stock  is  not 
subscribed,  constitutes  waiver  of  that  defense,"^  and  such  partici- 
pation is  waiver  of  right  to  defend,  on  the  ground  of  non-payment 
of  the  statutory  percentag-e  of  the  capital  stock.^'  Payment  of 
part  of  bis  subscription,  and  taking  part  in  organization  of  the 
company,  is  waiver  of  objection  to  irregular  incorporation.^" 
Participating  in  benefits  with  knowledge,  is  waiver.""  A  sub- 
scriber may  waive  the  defense  that  the  full  capital  stock  has  not 
been  subscribed.     He  may  do  so  expressly,"^  or  impliedly  by  acts, 

51  Bosley  v.   National,   etc.   Co.  so  West   End,   etc.   Co.   v.    Clai- 

(1890),    123    N.    Y.     550;     Cedar  borne  (1900),  97  Va.  734,  34  S.  E. 

Rapids  Ins.  Coi  v.  Butler   (1891),  900. 

83  Iowa  124;  Philadelphia,  etc.  R.  6?  Kampmann    v.    Tarver    (Tex. 

R.   V.   Co-well    (1857),   28   Pa.    St.  1895),    29    S.    W.    1144;    Interna- 

329,  70  Am.   Dec.   128;    Phelps   v.  tional  Assn.  v.  Walker   (1893),  97 

American,   etc.   Assn.    (1899),   121  Mich.  159. 

Mich.  343.  ss  Canfield  v.  Gregory  (1895),  66 

62  Thompson    v.    Clanmorris,    1  Conn.  9. 

Ch.  718  (1900).  59  Greenbrier,    etc.    Express    v. 

63  Foley  V.  Holtry  (1894),  41  Squires  (1895),  40  W.  Va.  307,  52 
Neb.  563,  59  N.  W.  781.  Am.  St.  Rep.  884. 

61  Marten  v.   Paul,   etc.   Co.,   9-9  so  Detroit,    etc.     Club    v.     Fitz- 

Cal.  355  (1893).  gerald  (1896),  109  Mich.  670. 

65  Aeetelyn,  etc.  Co.  v.  Smith,  10  ei  MacFarland     v.     West,     etc. 

Pa.  Sup.  et.  61  (1899).  Assn.    (1898),   56  Neb.  2,77,  76   N. 

W.  584. 
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as,  by  paying  calls/^  or  by  serving  as  director,  and  upon  com- 
mittees."' Payment  of  part  of  the  subscription  is  no  waiver  of 
the  defense."*  By  paying  calls,  a  subscriber  may  waive  the  de- 
fense that  the  full  capital  stock  of  the  corporation  has  not  been 
subscribed.  This  waiver  may  be  express,  or  implied  from  the 
acts  or  declarations  of  the  subscribers."** 

Essentials  of  waiver  of  defense. — A  waiver  must  be  voluntary. 
It  implies  a  knowledge  of  the  right,  or  claim  or>  thing  waived. 
What  facts  and  circumstances  constitute  a  waiver,  is  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury.  A  subscriber,  by  paying  calls,  may  waive 
the  defense  that  the  full  capital  stock  has  not  been  subscribed."*^- 

§  643.  Ignorance,  or  mistake,  is  no  defense.  Forfeiture  of 
charter. — Ignorance  of  the  actual  conditions  of  the  corporation, 
at  the  time  of  subscribing,  is  no  defense  to  an  action  against 
the  subscriber. "°  It  is  no  defense  that  the  corporate  charter  has 
been  forfeitsd."" 

§  644.  Statute  of  limitations  as  a  bar  to  suit. — Actions  hy 
corporate  creditors  against  stockholders  to  enforce  their  indi- 
vidual liability,  may,  like  other  actions,  be  barred  by  limitation ;"'" 
and  in  the  absence  of  special  statutes,  applicable  only  to  this  lia- 
bility, the  general  statute,  by  which  the  right  of  action  on  ordinary 
contracts  is  barred,  controls."^  In  New  York,  where  the  General 
Manufacturing  Act  prohibits  actions  against  stockholders  of  cor- 
es California  Hotel  Co.  V.  Cal-  341;  Cady  v.  Smith  (1882),  12- 
lender   (1892),  94  Cal.  120.  Neb.  628;  Knox  v.  Baldwin  (1880), 

63  Auburn,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Hill,  32  80  N.  Y.  610;  Duckworth  v.  Roach 
Pac.  587  (Cal.  1893).  (1880),  81  N.  Y.  49;  Terry  v.  Tub- 

oiSchloss  V.  Montgomery,  etc.  man  (1875),  92  U.  S.  156;  Knox 
Co.  (1889),  87  Ala.  411,  13  Am.  St.  V.  Baldwin  (1880),  80  N.  Y.  610; 
Rep.  51,  6  So.  360.  Hawkins  v.  Furnace  Co.  (1884),  40 

s4a  Calif  omia,  etc.  Hotel  Co.  v.  Ohio  St.  507;  Prince  v.  Yates,  7 
Callender  (1892),  94  Cal.  120,  28  Weekly  Notes,  51  (U.  S.  C.  C,  Pa. 
Am.  St.  Rep.  99.  1879);  Hollingshead  v.  Woodward 

64b  Calif omia,  etc.  Hotel  Co.  v.  (1887),  107  N.  Y.  96;  King  v.  Dun- 
Callender  (1892),  94  Cal.  120,  28  can  (1886),  38  Hun,  461;  Phillips. 
Am.  St.  Rep.  99.  v.  Therasson  (1877),  11  Hun,  141; 

65Payson  v.  Withers  (1873),  5  Bullard  v.  Bell  (1817),  1  Mason, 
Biss.  269.  243,    289;    Thornton   t.   Lane,    11 

66  Gaff  V.  Fisher  (1877),  33  Ohio  Ga.  459  (1852);  Lane  v.  Morris 
St.  107.  (1851),  10  Ga.  162;  Corning  v.  Mc- 

eiTide  supra,  §  334,  and  see  48  Cullough  (1847),  1  N.  Y.  47;  Jag- 
L.  R.  A.  637.  ger  Iron  Co.  v.  Walker  (1879),  76 

68  Gridley  v.  Barnes,  103  111.  211;  N.  Y.  522;  Terry  v.  Calnan,  13  S.  C. 
Diversey  v.  Smith  (1882),  103  111.  220;  Lawlor  t.  Burt,  7  Ohio  St. 
378;  Cable  v.  McCune,  22  Mo.  380;  340;  King  v.  Duncan  (1880),  38- 
Lawlor  v.  Burt  (1857),  7  Ohio  St.      Hun,  461;    Stilphen  v.  Ware,  45- 
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■porations  formed  thereunder,  unless  they  are  brought  within 
two  years  after  they  cease  to  be  stockholders,  it  was  held  that 
"the  statute  began  to  run  from  the  time  the  corporation  ceased  to 
do  business,  its  property  having  been  sequestrated  and  a  receiver 
appointed. "^  But  where  the  statute  bars  such  actions  three  years 
after  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  the  mere  volun- 
tary dissolution  of  the  corporation,  or  its  ceasing  to  do  business, 
does  not  aflfect  the  creditor's  right,  the  statute  being  limited  to 
■cases  of  insolvency,  expiration  by  limitation,  or  forfeiture.'"  If 
debts  of  the  corporation,  upon  which  recovery  is  otherwise  barred 
"by  the  statute,  have  been  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  under  which 
the  corporate  property,  including  unpaid  subscriptions,  has  been 
conveyed,  equity  will  give'  the  creditors  relief.'^  Where  the  rem- 
■edy  is  barred  at  law,  it  will  be  barred  in  equity  also.'"'  Liability 
of  a  penal  nature  is  barred  in  a  shorter  period  than  that  arising 
•ex  contractu.'"'  As  a  bar  to  liability  on  his  subscription,  the  stat- 
tite  begins  to  run  from  the  time  of  subscription.'*     The  statute 


Cal.  110  (1872);  Shellington  v. 
Hiowland  (1873),  53  N.  Y.  371; 
Birmingham  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mosser 
(1878),  14  Hun,  605;  Lindsley  v. 
Simonds  (1866),  2  Abb.  Prac. 
(N.  S.)  69.  Cf.  State  Sav.  Assn. 
V.  Kellogg  (1873),  52  Mo.  583; 
Preeland  v.  McCullough  (1845),  1 
Denio,  414,  422;  Merchants,'  etc. 
Co.  V.  Bliss  (1860),  21  How.  Pr. 
■366,  affirmed  35  N.  Y.  414;  Da,vld- 
son  V.  Rankin  (1868),  34  Cal.  503; 
Godfrey  v.  Terry  (1877),  97  U.  S. 
171;  Conklin  v.  Furman  (1865),  8 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  164;  Schalucky 
V.  Field  (1888),  124  HI.  321,  16 
N.  E.  Rep.  904;  Bank  of  Pough- 
keepsle  v.  Ibbotson  (1840),  24 
Wend.  473;  Qarrol  v.  Green,  92 
U  S.  509  (1875);  Baker  v.  The 
Atlas  Bank  (1845),  9  Mete.  182; 
Lindsay  v.  Hyatt  (1842),  4  Edw. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  104;  Van  Hook  v. 
Whitlock  (1832),  3  Paige,  409; 
Green  v.  Beckman  (1881),  59  Cal. 
•545,  38  Fed.  Rep.  777;  Wiles  v. 
Suydam  (1876),  64  N.  Y.  173,  176; 
Mappier  v.  Mortimer  (1871),  11 
Abb,  Prac.  (N.  S.)  455;  CommoQ- 
■wealth  y.  Cochituate  Bank,  3 
Allen,    42    (1861);    Terry   v.    Mc- 


Lure  (1880),  103  U.  S.  442;  Lewis 
V.  Ryder,  13  Abb.  Pr.  1;  Kuyken- 
dall  V.  Draper,  19  Hun,  577 ;  Moore 
V.  Boyd  (Cal.  1887),  15  Pac.  Rep. 
670;  Paine  v.  Stewart  (1882),  33 
Conn.  516;  Baker  v.  Bachus,  32 
111.  99;  In  re  Bank  of  Sing  Sing 
(1884),  32  Hun,  462,  affirmed  96 
N.  Y.  672;  Terry  v.  Anderson,  95 
U.  S.  628  (1877) ;  Handy  v.  Draper 
(1882),  89  N.  Y.  334;  Merritt  v. 
Reid,  13  Week.  Dig.  (N.  Y.)  453 
(1882);  Longley  v.  Little  (1846), 
26  Me.  162. 

89  HoUlngshead  v.  Woodward 
(1887),  107  N.  Y.  96. 

70  Sleeper  v.  Goodwin,  67  Wis. 
571. 

71  Hamilton  v.  Glenn  (1889),  85 
Va.  901. 

72 Carrol  v.  Green  (1875),'  92 
U.  S.  509;  Lindsay  v.  Hyatt,  4 
Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  104. 

73Lowry  v.  Inman  (1871),  46 
,N.  Y.  119;  Patterson  v.  Baker,  34 
How.  Pr.  180  (1867).  Cf.  Union 
Iron  Co.  V.  Pierce  (1869),  4  Biss. 
327;  Howell  v.  Manglesdorf,  33 
Kan.  194  (1885). 

74  Great  Western,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Purdy    (1896),    162    U.    S.    329; 
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of  limitations  against  the  liability  of  a  stockholder  to  a  corporate' 
creditor,  begins  to  run  from  the  time  the  creditor's  right  of  action 
accrues  against  the  corporation,  where'  the  liability  does  not  de- 
pend upon  the  obtaining  of  the  creditor's  judgment  against  the 
corporation.'**  The  statute  is  not  set  running  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  to  carry  on  the  corporate  business-'^l^  The 
statute  begins  to  run  at  once  upon  a  stockholder's  subscription, 
payable  in  instalments  and  subject  to  call  by  the  directors,  when 
the  corporation  becomes  insolvent  and  suspends  active  business, 
or  closes  its  doors  and  ceases  all  its  usual  business,  leaving  debts 
unpaidJ*c  The  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  against  lia- 
bility upon  a  contract  of  subscription  to  capital  stock,  from  the 
time  when  a  call  is  made  and  is  due.'^  If  the  subscription  is  con- 
ditional, as  where  it  is  payable  when  the  railroad  is  finished,  it 
runs  from  the  time  of  actual  completion/*  Where  it  is  a  bar 
as  to  the  corporation,  it  is  also  a  bar  as  to  the  creditors  of  the 
corporation.'^  Where  the  statute  begins  to  run  against  one  call, 
it  does  not  run  against  all  the  subscription.'^  Where,  by  statute, 
it  is  provided  that  upon  his  appointment  a  receiver  shall  im- 
mediately begin  the  collection  of  subscriptions,  the  statute  begins 
to  run  from  the  time  of  his  appointment."  Where  a  promissory 
note,  payable  upon  demand,  is  given  in  payment  of  subscription, 
the  statute  begins  to  run  from  time  of  demand,  or  from  the  time 
when  the  corporation  becomes  insolvent.^"  As  to  running  of  the 
statute,  courts  of  equity  will  follow  the  law.^^ 

Whether  the  statute  runs  before  the  call  is  made. — In  Pennsyl- 
vania it  is  held  that  the  call  must  be  made  before  six  years  from 

Glenn  v.  Marbury   (1892),  145  U.  Rep.   405;    Lehman   v.    Glenn,   87 

S.  499;  Priest  v.  Glend  (1892),  51  Ala.  618  (1889),  6  So.  44. 

Fed.  405.  ■^oCpmell's  Appeal    (1886),   114 

"a  Boyd  V.   Mutual   Fire  Assn.  Pa.  St.  153;  Garner  v.  Hdll  (1899), 

(Wis.  1902),  90  N.  W.  1086.  122  Ala.  221,  25  So.  187. 

74b  Younglove   v.   Lime   Co.,    49  t!  Hawkins    v.    Donnerberg,    66 

Ohio  St.  663  (1892).  -  Pac.  691  (Oreg.  1901);  Stilphen  v. 

T4C Chesapeake,      etc.      Ry.      v.  Ware  (1872),  45  Cal.  110. 

Speakman  (Ky.  1903),  63  L.  R.  A.  ts  priest    v.    Glenn    (1892).    51 

193.    Vide  supra,  §  334.  Fed.  405. 

T5  Glenn    v.    Priest    (1891),    48  79  Webber  v.  Hovey  (1895),  108 

Fed.  19;   Glenn  v.  Liggett  (1890),  Mich.  49. 

135  U.  S.  533;   Glenn  v.  Marbury  so  Crofoot   v.    Thatcher    (1899). 

(1892),   145   U.   S.   499;    Hawkins  19  Utah,  212,  57  Pac.  171,  75  Am. 

V.   Glenn    (1899),   131  U.   S.  319;  St.  Rep.  725. 

Semple  v.  Glenn    (1891),  91  Ala.  si  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dal- 

245,  6  So.  46,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  894;  lam  (1836),  4  Dana  (Ky.),  574. 
Priest   V.   Glenn    (1892),   51   Fed. 
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the  time  the  call  is  possible.  Where  no  call  is  made  before  the 
statute  becomes  a  bar,  it  begins  to  run  from  the  time  of  subscrip- 
tion.^- Even  though  no  call  was  made,  it  runs  from  time  of 
making  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors.*'  The  decision 
of  a  state,  that  the  statute  begins  to  run  from  the  time  of  sub- 
scription,  involves   no  federal   question.** 

§  645.  Ultra  vires  acts  of  corporation,  or  directors.  Mis- 
management. Delay. — That  the  corporation  or  its  directors 
have  done  acts  ultra  vires  the  corporation,  will  not  avail  as  a  de- 
fense against  an  action  to  collect  a  subscription.*'  For  examples : 
that  a  railroad  corporation  has  changed  the  location  of  its  route,*' 
or  that  the  company  has  formed  an  illegal  combination  with  other 
competing  corporations.*'  Mismanagement  and  waste,  of  the 
corporate  funds  is  no  defense.**  Long  delay  in  carrying  on  the 
business  of  the  corporation  is  no  defense,  as,  where  there  was 
delay  of  two  and  a  half  years  in  commencing  the  construction 
of  a  railroad.*'  And  where,  after  partial  construction,  a  railroad 
was  abandoned  for  fourteen  years  and  then  completed,^"  the  de- 
lay was  held  no  defense.  Failure  of  the  undertaking  and  in- 
solvency of  the  company  are  no  defense.'^  That  subscriptions 
by  others  have  been  cancelled,  is  no  defense.'^ 

§  646.  Secret  agreements ;  irregular  incorporation. — Secret 
agreement  to  release  from  payment  is  no  defense;  as  a  secret 
agreement  of  a  corporation,  made  with  a  subscriber,  to  take  back 
the  stock  at  the  end  of  two  years  at  ten  per  cent,  advance.'*  That 
the  subscriptions  of  other  persons  were  cancelled  and  the  subscrib- 
ers released  by  the  directors,  is  no  defense."* 

82  Hamilton  v.  Clarion,  etc.  R.  R.  sg  Miller  v.  Pittsburgh,  etc.  R.  R. 
(1891),  144  Pa.  St.  34.                            (1861),  40  Pa.  St.  237,  80  Am.  Dec. 

83  Swearingen  v.  Sewickley,  198      570. 

Pa.  St.  68  (1901),  53  L.  R.  A.  471.  so  Blake    v.    Brown    (1890),    80 

8-t  Great    Western,    etc.    Co.    v.  Iowa,  277. 

Purdy  (1896),  162  U.  S.  329.  91  Morgan  Co.  v.  Thomas  (1875), 

85  Cartwright   v.    Dickinson,"  88  76  111.  120. 

Tenn.  476   (1890),  7  L.  R.  A.  706,  02  Rensselaer,  etc.  v.  Wetzell,  21 

17  Am.  St.  Rep.  910.  Barb.  56  (1855). 

8s  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Clemens  93  Vance,  etc.  Co.  v.  Bentley,  92 

(1852),  16  Mo.  359.  111.  App.  287  (1900). 

87  United  States  Vinegar  Co.  v.  94  Bristol,  etc.  Co.  v.  Selliez,  175 

Foehrenbach  (1895),  148  N.  Y.  58.  Pa.    St.    18     (1896);     Bennett    V. 

88 Hards   v.   Platte,   etc.   Co.,  46  Glenn    (1893),   55  Fed.  Rep.   956. 

Neb.  709    (1896),   65  N.  W.  781;  Tide  supra,  §  635a. 
Cook  v.  Hopkinsville,  etc.  Co.,  32 
S.  W.  748  (Ky.  1895). 
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§  647.  Failure  of  subscription  to  full  capital  stock. — The 
contract  of  subscription  can  not  be  enforced  upon  the  subscriber 
before  the  capital  stock  has  been  fully  subscribed  for.  This  is 
the  implied  condition  of  his  subscription.""  "This  rule  has  been 
held  inflexible  in  all  cases,  both, for  the  security  of  the  public  and 
also  of  the  subscribers.""'  In  a  suit  upon  a  subscription,  the 
corporation  must  aver  that  the  full  capital  stock  has  been  sub- 
scribed."' Where  the  whole  capital  stock  is  not  subscribed,  any- 
one subscriber  may  recover  back  what  he  has  paid."'  It  is  no 
defense  to  a  subscriber  that  a  corporation,  ultra  vires  had  sub- 
scribed for  some  of  the  stock."" 

§  648.  Material  change  of  corporate  enterprise. — A  material 
change  of  the  corporate  enterprise  after  subscription,  will  release 
the  subscriber  who  has  not  acquiesced  therein.  Illustrations: 
Where  the  plan  was  to  purchase  and  improve  land  in  a  city,  and 
the  plan  was  changed  to  buy  arid  sell  land  anywhere  and  to  do 
many  other  things  ;^  where  the  statute  authorizing  generating  and 
selling  electricity,  and  the  articles  of  incorporation  added  thereto, 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  electrical  apparatus  and  supplies;" 
where  the  object  of  incorporation  was  stated  to  be  the  purchase 
of  certain  patents,  and  the  corporation  was  organized  also  to  do 
a  manufacturing  business  ;^  where  the  subscription  was  to  a  joint 
stock  corporation  or  partnership,  and  subsequently  a  corporation 
was  organized  ;*  where  the  agreement  was  to  take  stock  in  an  in- 
candescent electric  lighting  company,  and  the  corporation  was  or- 
ganized to  furnish  electric  light  and  power,"  and  where,  after  the 
subscription,  the  capital  stock  was  doubled,  and  the  objects  and 
purposes  of  the  corporation  were  changed.® 

§  649.  Failure  of  corporation  to  tender  stock  certificate. — 
Failure  of  the  corporation  to  deliver  or  tender  a  certificate  for  the 
shares  he  subscribed,  is  no  defense  by  the  subscriber  to  an  action 
on  his  subscription.''     It  is  unnecessary  to  tender  certificate  before 

95  Salem     Mill-Dam     Corp.     v.  2  Burk  v.  Mead   (Ind.  1902),  64 

Ropes  (1897),  23  Mass.  23.  N.  E.  888. 

soLivesey  v.OmaliaHotel(1876),  s  stern  v.  McKee   (1902),  70  N. 

5  Neb.  50.  Y.  App.  Div.  142. 

97  Hain  v.  Northwestern,  etc.  Co.  ■*  Knottsville,    etc.    Co.    v.    Mat- 

(1872),  41  Ind.  196.  tingly  (Ky.  1896),  35  S.  W.  1114. 

93  Winters  V.  Armstrong  (1889),  s  MaysviUe,  etc.  Co.  v.  Johnson 

37  Fed.  Rep.  508.  (1895),  109  CaJ.  192. 

99  McCoy  V.  World's  Exposition  e  Baker  v.   Fort   Worth,   etc.,   8 

(1899),  87  111.  App.  605.  Tex.  Civ.  App.  560  (1894). 

iWest   End,    etc.    Co.    v.   Nash,  7  Reals  v.   Buffalo,   etc.   Co.,   49 

41  S.  E.  182  (W.  Va.  1902).  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  589  (1900) ;  Glenn 
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bringing  the  suit.'  A  subscriber  to  increased  capital  stock  who 
has  paid  part  of  the  price,  can  not  recover  the  payment  upon  the 
company's  insolvency  on  the  ground  that  no  certificate  has  been 
issued.'  A  subscriber  can  not  compel  the  issue  to  him,  of  a  cer- 
tificate, before  making  full  payment  of  subscription  to  increased 
capital  stock.^"  The  corporation,  in  suing  the  subscriber,  must 
allege  its  readiness  to  issue  the  certificate  upon  paf^ment.^^  A 
subscription  for  the  stock  of  a  corporation,  does  not  stand  on  the 
footing  of  a  purchase  of  stock  or  purchase  of  other  property, 
where  the  promise  to  pay  and  the  promise  to  sell,  are  concurrent 
and  dependent,  and  where  neither  party  can  compel  the  other  to 
perform  without  performing  or  offering  to  perform  on  his  part, 
but  stands  upon  the  ground  that  when  the  subscriber  pays,  he 
is  the  owner  of  the  stock,  that  it  is  the  payment  which  makes 
him  a  stockholder,  the  certificate  being  merely  the  evidence  of 
his  right ;  and  that  he  is  a  full  stockholder  with  all  his  rights  of  one, 
even  if  a  certificate  is  never  issued  to  him,  and  therefore  it  is 
for  him  to  demand  the  certificate  when  he  wishes  one,  and  not 
for  the  corporation  to  tender  one.^^ 

§  650.  Discharge  of  stockholder  in  bankruptcy. — Discharge 
in  bankruptcy  of  a  subscriber,  is  a  bar  to  a  suit  to  enforce  sub- 
scription when  the  company  became  insolvent  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy.^^ But  discharge  in  bankruptcy  is  no  defense  against  calls 
made  subsequently.^*  Change  of  name  of  corporation  is  no  de- 
fense of  a  stockholder,  to  a  creditor's  suit.^^ 

T.  Rosborough,  48  S.  C.  272,  26  S.  "  Jefferson   (Minn.  1898),  74  N.  W. 

E.  611;  Webb  v.  Baltimore  (1893),  149. 

77  Md.   92,  39  Am.   St.  Rep.  396;  laMarson  v.  Deitlier  (1892),  49 

H9lland     v.     Duluth     (1896),     65  Minn.  423;   Columbia  Electric  Co. 

Minn.  324,   60  Am.   St.  Rep.  480;  v.  Dixon,  46  Minn.  463;    Heaston 

"Walter    v.    Robbins     (1893),     56  v.  Cincinnati  R.  R.  Co.  (1861),  16 

Minn.  48;  Nebraska, .  etc.  Assn.  v.  Ind.  275,   79  Am.   Dec.  430;    New 

Townly    (1896),   46   Neb.    893,    69  Albany  Co.  v.  McCormick,  10  Ind. 

N.  W.  1062;  Barron  v.  Burrill,  86  499,  71  Am.  Dec.  337. 

Me.  66   (1893);    San  Joaquin,  etc.  is  Carey    v.    Mayer     (1897),    79 

€a  V.  Beecher  (1894),  101  Cal.  70.  Fed.  926. 

8  California  V.  Callender  (1892),  i*  Glenn  v.   Howard    (1886),   65 

M  Cal.  120,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  99;  Md.  40. 

Marson    v.     Deither     (1892),     49  '    lo  Priest  v.  Glenn,   51   Fed.  400 

Minn.  423.  (1892) ;  McCormick  v.  Great  Bend, 

0  Butler   V.    Eaton    (1891),    141  etc.    Co.     (1892),    48    Kan.    614; 

v.  S.  240.  Joseph   V.   Davis    (Ala.   1892),   10 

10  Baltimore  T.  Hambleton,  77  So.  830;  Howard  v.  Glenn  (1890), 
Md.  341  (1893).  85  Ga.  238,  11  S.  E.  610,  21  Am. 

11  "Walter,   etc.   Co.   v.   Jefferson  St.  Rep.  156. 
(1894),  57  Minn.  456;  Seymour  v. 
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Beferences: 

Civil  actions  by  and  against  corporations.     Sections  918-1014. 
Forfeiture  of  shares  upon  non-payment  of  subscription.     Sec- 
tions 320-326. 
Creditors'  suits  against  stockholders.    Sections  605-619. 

§  651.  Levy  of  attachment  and  execution  upon  shares  of 
stock. — Shares  of  stock  being  choses  in  action  and  intangible 
at  common  law,  a  levy  of  execution  could  not  be  made  upon  them, 
and  unless  a  statute  so  provides,  they  cannot  be  made  subject  to 
payment  of  the  shareholder's  debts. ^  They  cannot  be  levied  upon 
by  attachment,  unless  the  statute  expressly  makes  shares  of  stock 
subject  to  execution  for  debt  of  the  shareholder.^ 

§  652.  Levy  on  stock  held  in  pledge  or  trust. — Usually  an 
attachment  or  execution  may  be.  levied  upon  the  equity  of  re- 
demption in  stock  mortgaged  or  pledged.^  Dividends  on  the  at- 
tached stock  are  covered  by  the  attachment.*  A  corporatiofi  may 
enforce,  by  attachment  upon  stock,  its  lien  for  debt  due  ity  from 
the  stockholder." 


1  Poster  V.  Potter,  37  U.  S.  526; 
Peige  V.  Burt  (1898),  118  Mich. 
243,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  390. 

2  Plimpton  V.  Bigelow  (1883),  93 
N.  Y.  592. 


s  Norton  v.  Norton  (1885),  43 
Ohio  St.  509.     - 

4  Jacobus  V.  Monongahela,  etc. 
Co.   (1888),  35  Ped.  395. 

B  Sabin  v.  Bank  of  Woodstock 
(1849),  21  Vt.  353. 


§  653.] 


ATTACHMENT   AND    EXECUTION. 


955 


§  653.  Statutory  provision. — Nearly  all  jurisdictions  have 
by  statute  made  shares  of  stock  in  a  corporation  subject  to  ex- 
ecution and  sale  for  payment  of  debts  of  the  shareholder.  Such 
statutes  are  strictly  construed."  Attachment  is  generally  pro- 
vided for  in  case  of  non-residence,  or  fraud  of  the  debtor.  Where 
both  attachment  and  execution  are  allowed  by  statute,  the  former 
is  the  preferable  remedy,  when  the  corporation  has  a  lien  on  the 
stock.'  Shares  in  companies  having  capital  stock,  are  subject  to 
execution  and  attachment.^     It  is  expressly  declared  by  siatute  in 


oClafin  Co.  V.  Bretzfelder,  69 
Ark.  271  (1901);  Feige  v.  Burt 
(1898),  118  Mich.  243,  74  Am.  St. 
Rep.  390,  77  N.  W.  928;  Curtis  v. 
Steever,  36  N.  J.  Law,  304. 

1  Weaver  v.  Huntingdon,  etc. 
Co.  (1865),  50  Pa.  St.  314. 

8  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Byram,  7 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  148  (111.  1889), 
where  Magruder,  J.,  said:  "In  Peo- 
ple V.  Manufacturing  Co.,  99  111. 
355,  we  said:  'The  property  of  a 
stockholder  consists  of  his  right 
to  a  share  in  the  net  assets  of  the 
corporation,  proportionate  to  the 
nunrh'er'of  shares  to  which  he  has 
title.'  Bouvler  defines  a  'right'  as 
'a  well-founded  claim.'  Whatever 
may  be  the  correct  definition  of 
the  word  'rights,'  as  used  in  sec- 
tion 8  (of  111.  Rev.  Stat.,  ch.  11, 
the  Attachment  Act),  it  refers  to 
some  kind  of  property  interest, 
which  is  incorporeal  in  its  char- 
acter, and  not  to  that  species  of 
property  which  is  capable  of  being 
actually  and  corporeally  seized  by 
the  sheriff.  'Effects'  are  defined  to 
be  'property  or  worldly  substance,' 
and  as  denoting  'property  in  a 
more  extensive  sense  than  goods.' 
1  Bouv.  Law  Diet.  579;  1  Schoujer 
on  Personal  Property,  §  16.  A 
share  of  stock  cannot  be  regarded 
otherwise  than  as  'property,'  nor 
can  it  be  said  that  it  Is  not 
'wordly  substance.'  By  the  use  of 
the  word  'attached'  in  sections  53, 
54  and  55  (of  111.  Rev.  Stat.,  ch. 
77,  the  Execution  Act),  as  above 
quoted,  the  legislature  assumed 
that  provision   had   already   been 


made  for  attaching  shares  of 
stock.  It  will  not  be  presumed 
that  this  assumption  was  a  mis- 
taken one,  unless  it  clearly  ap- 
pears to  be  so.  When  section  8 
of  the  Attachment  Act  making 
use  of  terms  which  are  broad 
enough  to  embrace  shares  of 
stock  is  carefully  studied  in  con- 
nection with  said  sections  53,  54 
and  55,  it  is  evident  that  the 
latter  sections  refer  back  to  said 
section  8,  and  point  to  it  as  the 
provision  for  attaching  corporate 
stock,  which-  is  assumed  to  exist. 
Nearly  twenty  years  before  July  1, 
1872,  this  court  had  said  in  New- 
hall  V.  Buckingham,  14  111.  405: 
'Under  our  statute,  whatever  is 
the  subject-matter  of  seizure  and 
sale  on  execution  may  be  taken  in 
the  proceeding  by  attachment, 
and  held  subject  to  sale  on  the 
judgment  that  may  be  recovered.' 
There  is  no  such  difference  be- 
tween the  statute  now  in  force 
and  the  statute  of  1845,  which 
was  in  force  when  the  Newhall 
Case  was  decided,  as  would 
make  the  statement  in  the  quota- 
tion any  the  less  true  now  than 
it  was  then.  The  objection  that 
the  statute  provides  no  mode  of 
levying  the  writ  of  attachment 
will  also  disappear  upon  a  com- 
parison of  the  Attachment  Act 
with  the  act  in  regard  to  judg- 
ments and  executions.  Section  26 
of  the  Attachment  Act  provides 
that  'the  practice  and  pleadings 
in  attachment  suits,  except  as 
otherwise    provided    in    this    act. 
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some  States  that  the  shares  of  stock  of  any  person  in  an  incorpor- 
ated company,  are  personal  property  and  may  he  levied  on  hy 
execution  and  attachment,  and  sold  as  goods  and  chattels.'  After 
shares  of  stock  have  been  attached,  and  the  corporation  served,  a 
transfer  to  a  creditor  of  more  shares  than  are  necessary  to  secure 
his  debt,  for  which  there  has  been  an  equitable  hypothecation, 
can  not  be  made  as  against  the  attaching  creditor.^" 

§  654.  Situs  of  the  shares ;  attachment  out  of  the  State. — 
For  purposes  of  attachment,  stock  in  a  corporation  has  its  situs 
only  v\?here  the  corporation  is  incorporated.  There  only,  shares 
of  stock  are  subject  to  execution  and  attachment.     They  can  not 


■shall  conform,  as  near  as  may  be, 
to  the  practice  and  pleadings  in 
other  suits  at  law.'  The  word 
'practice,'  as  here  used,  includes 
the  mode  of  serving  mesne 
process  and  the  mode  of  execut- 
ing final  process.  It  refers  to  the 
manner  in  which  an  attachment 
writ  is  to  be  levied,  and  also  in 
the  manner  in  which  a  writ  of 
fl.  fa.,  or  an  execution,  is  to  be 
levied.  Pleischman  v.  Walker,  91 
111.  318.  The  word  'levy'  is  ap- 
plied to  attachment  writs  as  well 
as  to  executions.  An  attachment 
writ  is  levied  upon  personal  prop- 
erty in  the  same  way  in  which  an 
execution  is  levied  thereon.  A 
'levy'  is  defined  by  Bouvier  to  be 
a  'seizure,'  and  It  is  no  less  a 
seizure  when  made  under  an  at- 
tachment than  when  made  under 
an  execution.  The  seizure  is  made 
in  the  same  way  under  the  one  as 
under  the  other.  The  acts  neces- 
sary to  a  valid  levy  of  an  at- 
tachment are  equally  essential  to 
the  valid  levy  of  an  execution  (2 
Freeman  on  Executions,  2d  ed., 
§  262)  and  the  converse  of  the 
proposition  is  also  true.  The  ob- 
ject of  the  attachment  of  per- 
sonal property  is  to  seize  and  hold 
it  until  judgment  is  rendered,  so 
that  it  may  be  taken  and  sold 
under  execution.  The  object  of 
levying  an  execution  upon  per- 
sonal property  is  to  seize  and  sell 


it,  so  as  to  make  out  of  it  the 
amount  recovered  by  the  judg- 
ment." The  shares  of  a  stock- 
holder in  a  railroad  corporation 
are  liable  to  attachment;  and  by 
virtue  thereof,  the  attaching  cred- 
itor acquires  a  claim  superior  to 
that  of  a  subsequent  bona  fide 
purchaser  of  the  shares  for  value 
without  notice  of  the  attachment. 
Shenandoah  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Grif- 
fith, 76  Va.  913.  But  under  Md. 
Act  of  1886,  ch.  287,  which  pro- 
vides that  no  attachment  or  gar- 
nishment levied  on  corporate 
stock  shall  affect  the  rights  of 
any  pledgee,  acquired  before  the 
levy,  or  prevent  the  pledgee  and 
the  corporation  from  transferring 
the  shares  on  the  company's  books, 
the  court  does  not,  by  the  gar- 
nishment of  a  pledgee,  obtain  any 
control  of  the  stock,  and  a  bill 
does  not  lie  for  the  appointment 
oif  a  receiver,  and  to  enforce  the 
garnishment.  Morton  v.  Grafflin 
(1888),  68  Md.  545. 

9  Ala.  Code  of  1876,  §  2041;  R.  I. 
Rev.  Stat.,  ch.  196,  §  21;  ch.  197, 
§  9;  ch.  212,  §§  18-20;  R.  I.  Pub. 
Stat.,  ch.  207,  §  22;  ch.  208,  §  9, 
ch.  223,  §§  20-22;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §  647;  Pa.  Act  of  June  16, 
1836;  Conn.  Gen.  Stat.,  ch.  2,  §  19; 
ch.  14,  §  237;  "Wyoming  Rev.  Stat., 
§§  2773,  2774. 

10  Kyle  V.  Montgomery,  73  Ga. 
337. 
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be  levied  upon  in  another  State,  although  the  indebted  owner  re- 
sides there,  or  the  certificates  be  found  there.^^  For  example, 
certificates  of  stock  of  a  Colorado  corporation,  which  were  located 
in  Indiana  within  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  belonged  to  a 
non-resident,  were  held  not  subject  to  attachment  by  a  citizen  of 
Indiana.^^  "We  do  not  doubt  that  shares,  for  the  purpose  of 
attachment  proceedings,  may  be  deemed  to  be  in  the  possessioii  of 
the  corporation  which  issued  them,  but  only  at  the  place  where 
the  corporation  by  intendment  of  law  always  remains,  to  wit,  in- 
the  State  or  country  of  its  creation.  .  .  .  Manifestly  the  res 
can  not  be  within  the  jurisdiction,  as  a  mere  consequence  of  a. 
legislative  declaration,  when  the  actual  locality  is  undeniably 
elsewhere. "^^  In  cases  involving  execution  and  attachment  of 
stock  in  foreign  corporations,  the  situs  of  the  certificates  is  un- 
important. Their  seizure  by  execution  or  attachment  would  not 
be  seizure  or  levy  upon  the  stock  itself,  without  notice  to  the  com- 
pany. It  is  the  situs  of  the  corporation  that  determines.'-*  If 
it  be  doing  business  in  the  State  in  the  capacity  of  a  foreign  cor- 
poration, shares  of  its  stock  can  not  be  reached  by  levy,  although 
its  officers  are  present  in  the  State  engaged  in  carrying  on  its 
business  there.^^  But.  if  the  corporation,  by  having  its  officers  and 
transacting  its  business  in  a  State  other  than  of  its  origin,  is 
deemed  to  be  itself  present  as  an  entity  in  the  foreign  State  in 
the -same  sense  in  which  it  is  present  in  the  State  which  created 
it,  it  may  be  conceded  that  its  shares  might  be  properly  attached 
in  the  foreign  jurisdiction.'"  Accordingly,  it  has  been  held  that 
where  a  foreign  corporation  was  carrying  on  the  business  of 
making  iron  within  Tennessee,  and  its  officers  and  its  general  office 
were  required  by  its  by-laws  to  be  in  that  State,  and  all  of  its 

11  Young  V.  South  Tredegar  Iron  Co.  (1886),  85  Tenn.  189,  4  Am.  St. 
Co.    (1887),  85   Tenn.  189,  4  Am.      Rep.  752. 

St.  Rep.  752;  Winslo-w  v.  Fletcher  is  Plimpton  v.  Bigelo-vr,  93  N.  Y. 

(1886),  53  Conn.  390,  55  Am.  Rep.  592,  66  Ho-w.   (N.  Y.)   Pr.  131,  13 

122;  Ireland  v.  Glohe  Milling,  etc.  Ahh.   (N.  Y.)  N.  Cas.  173,  holding 

Co.   (1895),  19  R.  I.  180,  61  Am.  that  New  York  Code,  section  647, 

St.  Rep.  756.  applies  only  to  domestic  corpora- 

12  Smith  V.  Do-wney  (1893),  8  tions,  and  reversing  29  Hun,  362. 
Ind.  App.  179;  Daniel  v.  Gold  Hill,  ^^  Dicta  in  Plimpton  v.  Bigelo-wr, 
etc.  Co.  (Wash.  1902),  68  Pac.  884.  93  N.  Y.  592,  quoted  -with  approval 
453.  in  Young  v.  South  Tredegar  Iron 

13  Plimpton  v.  Bigelow,  93  N.  Y.  Co.  (1886),  85  Tenn.  189,  4  Am.  St. 
592  (1883).  Rep.  752. 

14  Young  v.  South  Tredegar  Iron 
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books,  including  its  stock-bocdcs,  were  kept  therein,  its  elections 
of  directors  held  therein,  and  its  directory,  plant  and  property 
were  located  therein,  it  was  presumed  that  the  corporation  had 
complied  with  the  law,  and  was  to  be  deemed  a  domestic  corpora- 
tion, the  stock  of  which,  owned  by  a  non-resident  stockholder,  was 
liable  to.  attachment  in  Tennessee.^''  Although  the  foreign  cor- 
poration has  a  branch  office  in  the  State,  and  the  certificates  are 
in  the  same  State,  an  attachment  can  not  be  levied  upon  them 
there.  No  more  so  than  could  the  title  deeds  to  land  be  levied 
tipon  themselves,  under  attachm^it,  where  the  land  is  situate  in 
another  State.^*  But  in  New  York  it  was  recently  held  that  cer- 
tificates of  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  which  were  in  New  York, 
were  there  subject  to  attachment  and  sale  as  a  property  right 
there,  the  court  saying:  "Certificates  of  stock  are  treated  by 
business  men  as  property  for  all  practical  purposes.  They  are 
sold  in  the  market,  and  they  are  transferred  as  collateral  security 
for  loans,  and  they  are  used  in  various  ways  as  property.  They 
pass  by  delivery  from  hand  to  hand  and  they  are  the  subject  of 
larceny."^*  Where  shares  of  stock  of  a  foreign  corporation  be- 
longing to  a  non-resident  are  held  as  collateral  security  by  a 
domestic  corporation,  they  are  not  atatachable  by  service  of  pro- 
cess on  the  officers  of  such  domestic  corporation.^'s-  For  taxa- 
tion purposes,  shares  follow  the  owner  and  are  taxable  at  his  legal 
domicile.^"*' 

§  655.  Registration  of  stock  sold  luader  execution. — ^Upon 
application  by  the  purchaser  for  registration  in  his  name,  of  stock 
sold  under  attachment  or  execution,  the  corporation,  if  in  doubt 
whether  the  outstanding  certificate  is  in  the  hands  of  another  un- 
,  registered  purchaser,  may  refuse  to  allow  the  registry  until  com- 
pelled to  do  so  by  a  court,  and  so  protect  itself  against  any  such 
purchaser  of  the  outstanding  certificate.^" 

§  656.  Debtor's  title  to  the  shares  he  holds  as  trustee  or 
pledgee. — Although  the  debtor  may  appear  on  the  corporate 
books  as  owner,  the  shares  are  not  subject  to  execution  or  attach- 

17  Young  V.  South  Tredegar  Iron  loa  Winslow  v.  Fletcher,  53 
Co.    (1889),   85  Tenn.  189,  4  Am.      Conn.  390.. 

St.  Rep.  isi.     But  see  Martin  v.  lob  Tappan    v.    Merchants'   Nat. 

Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.,  7  Bush,  116.  Bank,  19  ■Wall.  (U.  S.)  490. 

18  Christmas  v.  Biddle,  13  Pa.  20  Priedlander  v.  Slaughter,  etc. 
St.  223  (1850).  Go.  (1879),  31  La.  Ann.  523. 

i»  Plimpton  V.   Bigelow,   13   Fa. 
St.  223   (1850). 


§1  65T,  658.]  ATTACHMENT    AND   EXECUTION,  959 

ment  where  the  debtor  holds  them  simply  as  trustee,  or  pledgee, 
or  where  he  has,  in  good  faith,  transferred  them  for  value.^^  The 
pledgee,  of  stock  assigned  as  collateral  security  for  financial  obliga- 
tion, is  protected  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  due  as  against  an 
attaching  creditor  of  the  assignor,  where  notice  of  the  assignment 
is  given  to  the  corporation,  although  the  assignment  is  not  reg- 
istered upon  the  corporate  books.-^a  But  such  pledgee  is  not  so 
protected  in  States  where  the  registry  is  held  to  be  for  the  ben- 
efit of  creditors  and  stockholders,  as  well  as  for  the  benefit  of  the 
corporation,  or  where  the  by-laws,  in  pursuance  of  the  charter, 
provide  that  its  transfer  shall  be  valid  without  registry.  There  the 
attaching  creditor,  without  notice  of  such  unrecorded  assignment, 
takes  free  from  the  claims  of  the  assignee.^^t) 

Equitable  title. — Unless  under  statute,  only  the  legal  title  of  the 
debtor  can  be  reached  by  attachment  or  exeeution.^^ 

§  657-  Jurisdiction  in  equity. — A  court  of  equity  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  subject  stock  to  the  payment  of  debts,  merely  be- 
cause it  is  ftot  subject  to  attachment  or  execution,^^  though  it  has 
jurisdiction  to  set  aside  a  transfer  of  shares,  made  to  defraud 
creditors,  where  they  have  no  adequate  remedy  at  law.^*  A  court 
of  equity  has  no  power  to  subject  stock  to  payment  of  the  share- 
holder's debts,  unless  where  he  has  transferred  his  stock  in  fraud 
of  his  creditors. ^° 

§  658.  Transferees'  stock  unregistered  not  subject  to  ex- 
ecution.— The  law  favors  the  transfer  of  stock  certificates,  and 
the  protection  of  bona  tide  purchasers  of  stock  against  subsequent 
attachments  and  executions,  and  accordingly  the  weight  of  author- 
ity of  the  State  and  federal  courts,  holds  that,  by  the  common 
law,  stock  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  tide  purchaser,  though  the  trans- 
fer be  unregistered,  is  not  subject  to  attachment  or  execution  for 
the  debts  of  the  registered  shareholder,  although  the  apparent 
owner.  "The  tendency  of  modern  decisions,  is  to  regard  certifi- 
cates of  stock  attached    to  an  executed  blank  assignment    and 

21  Mowry  t.  Hawkins,  57  Conn.  22  Gypsum,  etp.  Co.  v.  Grove,  97 

453,  18  Atl.  784.  Mich.  631. 

21a  State  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gennett,  2  28  Disborough  v.  Outcalt,  1  N.  J. 

Tenn.  Ch.  100;  Finney's  Appeal,  59  Eg.  298. 

Pa.  398;  Thurber  v.  Crump,  86  Ky.  24GiUett  v.  Bate,  86  N.  Y.  87. 

408.  25 -Williams  v.  Reynolds  (1856), 

21b  Bridge-water,  etc.  Co.  v.  Liss-  7  Ind.  622;  State  Bank  v.  Gill,  23 

berger,  116  U.  S.  8,  citing  numer-  Hun,  410  (1881). 
Ous  authorities. 
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power  to   transfer,   as   approximating    to  negotiable   securities, 
though  neither  in  form  or  character  negotiable."^" 

§  659.  Attachment  by  creditors  of  the  transferrer. — Where 
shares  have  been  transferred,  by  assignment  of  the  certificates 
without  registration  upon  the  books  of  the  company,  two  questions 
arise,  to  wit :  whether  creditors  of  the  transferrer  thereby  lose  the 
right  to  levy  upon  the  shares,  and  whether  the  transferee  acquires 
thereby  a  property  right  which  his  creditors  may  subject  to  ex- 
ecution and  attachment.  These  questions  depend  for  their  solu- 
tion upon  the  distinction  between  legal  and  equitable  titles. ^^ 
The  legal  title  to  shares,  assignable  only  on  the  company's  books, 
does  not  pass  by  an  assignment  not  so  made  and  recorded.^'  The 
unregistered  transferee  takes  only  an  equitable  title  as  between 
himself  and  his  transferrer,  or  parties  having  actual  knowledge 
of  the  transfer. ^°  Accordingly,  a  mere  transfer  of  the  certificates 
representing  shares  which,  either  by  charter  or  statute,  are  de- 
clared to  be  transferable  only  on  the  company's  books,  is  in- 
effectual to  pass  the  property,  as  against  attaching  creditors  of  the 
transferrer  having  no  notice  thereof.'"  -  So,  of  course,  it  follows 


26  Scott  Y.  Pequonnock  Nat. 
Bank  (1883),  15  Fed.  494;  United 
States  V.  Vaughan  (1811),  3  Binn. 
394;  May  v.  Cleland  (1898),  117 
Mich.  45,  44  L.  R.  A.  163;  Smith 
V.  American  Coal  Co.  (1873),  7 
Lans.  317. 

27  In  England,  the  House  of 
Lords  having  decided  that  shares 
of  stock  are  choses  in  action 
(Bank  v.  Whinney,  11  App.  Cas. 
426),  it- is  now  held  that  an  equi- 
table assignment  of  stock  without 
notice  to  the  corporation  relieves 
it  of  the  claims  of  the  judgment 
creditors  of  the  assignee.  Arden 
V.  Arden,  29  Ch.  Div.  702;  Bevan 
V.  Oxford,  6  D.,  M.  &  G.  492;  Pick- 
ering V.  Ilfrac.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  3 
C.  P.  235;  Robinson  v.  Nesbitt, 
L.  R.  3  C.  P.  264;  Browne  &  Theo- 
bald's Ry.  Law,  76. 

28  Noble  V.  Turner  (1888),  69 
Md.  519;  Lippitt  v.  American 
Wood  Paper  Co.  (1885),  15  R.  I. 
141,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.»886,  and  note 
891.  The  assignment  and  deliv- 
ery, as  collateral,  of  certificates  of 
stock  transferable  on  the  books  of 


the  company,  on  presentment, 
properly  indorsed,  passes  an  equi- 
table title  only;  and  where  the  as- 
signee delays  for  seven  years  to 
notify  the  company  of  the  assign- 
ment, or  present  the  stock  for 
transfer,  pending  which  the  stock 
is  attached  and  sold  as  property  of 
the  assignor,  and  a  transfer  on  the 
books  made  by  the  sheriff  to  the 
purchaser  as  authorized  by  stat- 
ute (Code  Md.  art.  10,  §  19,  and 
art.  26,  §§  205,  206,  as  amended 
by  act  1868,  ch.  471)  his  title  is 
extinguished.  Noble  v.  Turner,  69 
Md.  519  (1888). 

29  Lippitt  v.  American  Wood 
Paper  Co.  (1885),  15  R.  I.  141; 
Noble  V.  Turner  (1888),  69  Md. 
519.  Stock  certificates  not  being 
negotiable  instruments,  an  as- 
signee takes  them  subject  to 
equities  and  defenses.  Young  v. 
South  Tredegar  Iron  Co.  (1886), 
85  Tenn.  189,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  752, 
and  cases  in  note,  759. 

30  Buttrick  V.  Nashua,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1882),  62  N.  H.  313,  13  Am. 
St.  Rep.  578;   Pingerton  v.  Man- 
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that  an  attachment  of  shares  of  stock  takes  precedence  over  a  sale 
thereof  previously  negotiated  but  not  consummated  by  delivery 
until  after  attachment.     Accordingly,  where  the  sale  of  shares  of 


Chester,  etc.  R.  Co.,  42  N.  H.  454; 
Scripture  v.  Francistown  Soap- 
stone  Co.,  50  N.  H.  571,- 585-589; 
Fisher  v.  Essex  Bank,  5  Gray,  373; 
Blanchard  v.  Dedham  Gas  L.  Co., 
12  Gray,  213;  Shipman  v.  .SJtna 
Ins.  Co.,  29  Conn.  245,  253;  Johns- 
ton V.  Laflin,  103  U.  S.  804;  Sltow- 
hegan  Bank  v.  Cutler,  49  Me.  315; 
Fiske  V.  Carr,  20  Me.  301;  Dutton 
V.  Connecticut  Bank,  13  Conn. 
493;  Oxford  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Bun- 
nell, 6  Conn.  552;  State  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  89  Ind.  302;  Coleman 
V.  Spencer,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  197; 
Farmers'  Gold  Bank  v.  Wilson,  58 
Cal.  600  (1882) ;  Naglee  v.  Pacific 
Wharf  Co.,  20  Cal.  529;  Strout  v. 
Natoma,  etc.  Co.,  9  Cal.  78;  Wes- 
ton V.  Bear  River,  etc.  Co.,  5  Cal. 
186,  63  Am.  Dec.  117;  People's 
Bank  v.  Gridley,  91  111.  457;  In  re 
Murphy,  51  Wis.  519.  But  see  Colt 
V.  Ives,  31  Conn.  25,  81  Am.  Bee. 
161.  Under  Mass.  Stat,  of  1870, 
ch.  224,  providing  that  shares 
might  he  transferred  by  an  in- 
strument to  be  recorded  in  the 
corporation  book,  and  that  the 
transferee  on  producing  the  in- 
strument and  delivering  up  the 
certificate  should  be  entitled  to  a 
new  one,  the  shares  might  be  at- 
tached in  a  suit  against  the  as- 
signor before  these  things  were 
done.  Central  Bank  v.  Williston, 
138  Mass.  244.  B.  transferred  on 
the  books  of  a  corporation  his 
shares  to  G.  as  collateral  security. 
Afterwards,  the  necessity  for  the 
security  being  at  an  end,  G.,  at 
B.'s  request,  indorsed  and  trans- 
ferred the  certificate  to  D.,  a  cred- 
itor of  B.  Before  any  record  of 
this  transfer  had  been  made  on 
the  corporate  books,  another  cred- 
itor of  B.  attached  the  shares  as 
B.'s  property,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  attachment  could  not  be  main- 
tained. Beckwith  v.  Burroughs,  13 
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R.  I.  294.  Code  Ala.  1876,  §  2041, 
provides  that  the  shares  of  stock 
of  any  person  in  an  incorporated 
company  are  personal  property 
and  transferable  on  '  the  com- 
pany's books  as  the  company 
may  prescribe,  and  may  be  levied 
on  by  attachment  and  execution 
and  sold  as  goods  and  chattels. 
Section  2043  provides  that  no 
transfer  of  stock  on  the  books 
shall  be  valid  as  against  "iona 
fide  creditors  and  subsequent 
purchasers,  without  notice,"  ex- 
cept from  the  time  that  the  traiis- 
fer  shall  have  been  made  on  the 
company's  books.  Section  2044 
provides  that  persons  holding 
stock  not  so  transferred  must 
have  the  transfer  made  on  the 
books  of  the  company,  or,  upon 
failing  to  do  so  within  fifteen 
days,  the  transfer  shall  be  void 
as  to  bona  fide  creditors  or  sub- 
sequent purchasers  without  notice. 
Under  these  provisions  It  is  held 
that  an  attaching  creditor  who 
perfects  his  lien  by  the  recovery 
of  a  judgment,  is  a  bona  fide  cred- 
itor from  the  inception  of  his 
lien;  and  that  where  the  pur- 
chaser of  stock  fails  to  have  it 
transferred  on  the  company's 
books  within  fifteen  days^  the 
stock  becomes  liable  to  attach- 
ment at  the  suit  of  any  creditor 
of  the  person  in  whose  name  it 
stood  on  the  books.  Berney  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Pinckard  (1889),  87  Ala. 
577,  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  329.  In 
this  case  Stone,  C.  J.,  after  re- 
viewing cases  decided  under  the 
statute  concerning  registration 
of  deeds  and  patents,  continued: 
"Cases  have  been  before  us  in 
which  controversies  have  arisen 
between'  parties  claiming  to  be 
transferees  of  stock  in  corpora- 
tions and  creditors  of  the  trans- 
ferrers.    The  following  ar<  some 
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stock  has  been  negotiated  between  non-residents,  but,  before  the 
purchase  price  has  been  paid,  or  the  certificates  assigned  and  de- 
livered to  the  intended  purchaser,  an  attachment  has  been  levied 
on  them  in  an  equity  suit  against  the  owner,  in  which  this  par- 
ticular stock  is  described,  the  intended  purchaser  acquires  no  title 
as  against  a  purchaser  at  the  attachment  sale,  although  the  owner 
and  intended  purchaser  have  no  actual  notice  of  the  attachment 
bill  at  the  time  of  the  attempted  sale.^^  Where  an  attachment 
can  not  be  levied  on  corporate  stock  by  reason  of  its  having  been 
previously  transferred,  a  bill  can  not  lie  to  protect  the  lien  of 
such  an  attachment  by  enjoining  the  payment  of  dividends  to  the 
holder;  and  the  injunction,  if  granted,  can  be  vacated  by  manda- 
mus,^" The  rule  above  stated  has  been  applied  where  only  the 
by-laws  of  the  company  make  the  provision  as  to  registration.''^ 


of  the  cases;  Nabring  v.  Bank,  58 
Ala.  204,  in  which  the  transfer 
had  been  made  on  the  books  of 
the  company.  No  question  arose 
in  that  case  which  is  material  to 
the  present  one.  Jones  v.  Latham, 
70  Ala.  164,  was  the  case  of  a  cred- 
itor having  an  execution  followed 
by  a  levy  on  the  stock.  We  held 
that  the  bill  was  imperfect  for 
the  want  of  necessary  averments. 
.  We  feel  constrained  to  con- 
strue the  foregoing  provisions — 
First,  as  placing  stocks  in  private 
corporations  on  the  same  footing 
as  other  personal  chattels  as  to 
their  amenability  to  levy  either 
under  execution  or  attachment; 
second,  that  if  a  transfer  of  such 
stock  is  not  recorded  within  fif- 
teen days  after  the  transfer,  then 
such  transfer  is  void  as  to  bona 
fide  creditors  or  subsequent  pur- 
chasers without  notice;  and,  third, 
that  a  judgment  creditor  having  a 
lien,  or  an  attaching  creditor  who 
perfects  his  lien  by  the  recovery 
of  judgment,  is  each  a  bona  fide 
creditor  from  the  inception  of  the 
lien.  The  question  as  to  priority 
of  lien  was  settled  as  we  have  de- 
clared it  in  Hardaway  v.  Semmes, 
38  Ala.  657.  See,  also,  Jordan  v. 
Mead,  12  Ala.  247;  Applicsltion  of 


Thomas  Murphy,  51  Wis.  519 ;  Wes- 
ton v.  Mining  Co.,  5  Cal.  186; 
Fisher  v.  Jones,  82  Ala.  117.  We 
place  our  ruling  above  on  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute,  which,  as  we 
interpret  it,  accords  equal  efficacy 
to  attachment  ■  levy  as  it  does  to 
levy  under  execution.  But  a  plaint- 
ifE  in  attachment  levied  does  not 
thereby  become  a  purchaser  (Woll- 
ner  v.  Lehman,  85  Ala.  273)  and 
can  assert  no  claim  as  such.  We 
have  ruled  above  that,  under  our 
statutes,  Pinckard,  De  Bardelaben 
&  Co.  were  allowed  fifteen  days 
after  their  purchase  of  the  stock 
within  which  to  have  it  trans- 
ferred on  the  corporation  books, 
and  that  failing  to  do  so  within 
that  time,  the  stock  became  lia- 
ble to  levy  under  execution  or  at- 
tachment at  the  suit  of  any  cred- 
itor of  Davin,  in  whose  name  the 
stock  stood  on  the  books." 

81  Young  V.  South  Tredegar  Iron 
Co.  (1887),  85  Tenn.  189,  4  Am. 
St.  Rep.  752. 

32  Van  Norman  v.  Jackson  Cir-' 
cuit  Judge,  45  Mich.  204. 

S3  Button  V.  Connecticut  Bank, 
13  Conn.  493.  Contra,  Boston 
Music  Hall  v.  Cory,  129  Mass.  434; 
Sargent  v.  Essex,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  26 
Mass.  202. 
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The  rights  of  unregistered  transferee  superior  to  those  of  at- 
taching creditors. — Though  there  is  diversity  of  opinion,  the 
weight  of  authority  holds  that  the  bona  Me  transferee  of  shares, 
thougli  the  transfer  be  not  recorded  on  the  boolis  of  the  corpora- 
tion, is  protected  in  equity  against  levy  of  attachment  or  execution 
by  a  creditor  of  the  vendor,  where  notice  is  given  to  the  cor- 
poration of  the  transfer,  although  it  is  not  recorded. ''a.  That  re- 
quirement of  registry  on  the  corporate  books  is  for  the  benefit  of 
the  corporation  alone, — though  dissented  from  in  Fisher  v.  Essex 
Bank,  5  Gray,  (Mass.)  373,  and  Peoples'  Bank  v.  Qridley,  91  111. 
457,  holding  that  the  requirement  is  for  the  benefit  of  strangers 
as  well  as  for  the  corporation,  and  that  an  attaching  creditor, 
without  notice,  has  equities  superior  to  .those  of  an  unrecorded 
transferee.  In  the  Uijited  States,  two  rules  prevail,  with  reference 
to  the  effect  of  an  unregistered  transfer  of  stock,  upon  the  rights 
of  the  creditors  of  the  transferrer,  when  the  statute  provides  that 
the  transfer  shall  oqly  be  effective  as  between  the  parties  until  it 
is  registered.^*  The  English  rule,  which  is  also  followed  in  sev- 
eral States,  is  as  above  stated.  In  New  York,  on  the  other  hand, 
where  the  courts  do  all  in  their  power  to  facilitate  the  transfer  of 
stock,  a  bona  fide  sale,  with  v^ritten  assignment  and  delivery  of 
the  certificates  and  power  of  transfer  on  the  books,  conveys  the 
title  to  the  stock  free  from  liability  to  the  creditors,  or  the  assignee 
in  insolvency  of  the  vendpr.^^  The  New  York  rule  is  followed 
in  Pennsylvania,  and  in  several  other  States,^°  and  also  by  the 

33a  Broadway  Bank  V.  McElrath,  Appeal,  59  Pa.  St.  398;   Common- 
13  N.  J.  Eq.  24,  and  numerous  cita-  wealth    V.    Watmouth,    6    Whart. 
tions;     Baldwin    v.    Canfield,    26  117;  Broadway  Bank  v.  McElrath, 
Minn.  43.  13  N.  J.  Eq.  24,  suh  nom.  Hunter- 
si  In  re  Murphy,    51  Wis.   519 ;  don  Bank  v.  Nassau  Bank,  17  N.  J. 
Weston  V.  Bear  River,  etc.  Co.,  5  Eq.  496;  Rogers  v.  Stevens,  8  N.  J. 
€al.  186,   63  Am.  Dec.  117.     See,  Eq.   167;    Cornick  v.   Richards,   3 
also,    Fisher    v.    Essex    Bank,    71  Lea,  1.     But  see  State  Ins.  Co.  v. 
,  Mass.    373;    Newall    v.    Williston,  Sax,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  507;  Merchants' 
138   Mass.   240;    Central   Bank   v.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Richards,  74  Mo.  77, 
Williston,  138  Mass.  244.  affirming  6  Mo.  App.  454;  Seligson 
35  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  796,  v.  Brown,  61  Tex.  114;   Newberry 
citing  Smith  v.  American  Coal  Co.,  v.  Detroit,  etc.  Co.,  17  Mich.  141 ; 
7    Lans.    317;    Comeau    v.    Guild  Beckwlth  v.  Burroughs,  13  R.  I. 
Farm  Oil  Co.,  3  Daly,  218.  294;  Fraser  v.  Charleston,  11  S.  C. 
38  United    States   v.    Vaughn,    3  486,   519;    Thurber  v.   Crump,    86 
Binn.   294,   5  Am.   Dec.   375;    Tel-  Ky.  408  (1888);  Pitot  v.  Johnson, 
lord,  etc.  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Gerhab  33  La.  Ann.  1286;   Smith  v.  Cres- 
(Pa.  1888),  13  Atl.  Rep.  90;  Eby  Y.  cent   City,   etc.   Co.,    30   La.   Ann. 
Guest,   94   Pa.   St.   160;    Fenney's  1378.     In  Louisiana  it   has  been 
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federal  courts,^''  which  apply  it  even  in  States  where  the  opposite 
prevails.^^  In  some  States  this  rule  has  been  embodied  in  legis- 
lative enactments.  Thus,  in  Maryland,  an  act  provides  that  the 
rights  of  a  pledgee  acquired  previous  to  a  levy  of  attachment  or 
garnishment,  shall  not  be  affected  by  such  levy  of  attachment,  or 
pledgee  or  corporation  be  prevented  from  registering  a  transfer;'" 
so  also  in  Massachusetts,  where  the  other  rule  originated.*"  A 
debtor,  can  not,  however,  as  against  an  attaching  creditor,  where 
notice  of  the  attachment  has  been  served  on  the  corporation,  as- 
sign to  another  creditor  more  stock  than  will  leave  him  sufificient 
to  secure  the  debt.*'- 

§  660.  Notice  of  the  unregistered  transfer. — Even  in  those 
States,  where  under  statute  requiring  transfers  of  stock  to  be 
registered  on  the  corporate  books,  the  courts  give  an  attachment 
or  execution  precedence  over  prior  unregistered  transfer  of  the 
stock,""  they  hold,  nevertheless,  that  if  the  attaching  creditor  or 
purchaser  at  the  sale  had  notice  of  transfer  by  the  debtor  of  his 
certificate,  its  unregistered  purchaser  is  entitled  to  the  stock,  and 
may  permanently  enjoin  its  attachment  or  the  registration  of  its 
sale.*^  Where  the  purchaser  at  the  execution  sale  at  the  time 
knew  of  the  prior  purchase,  he  took  no  title  as  against  such  pur- 
chaser.*^    The  kgal  title  is  not  subject  to  attachment  by  creditors-. 

held  that  a  pledge  of  corporate  ord  thereof  was  made  as  the  by- 
stock  is  validly  effected  so  far  as  laws  required,  and  a  creditor  of 
the  pledgor's  creditors  are  con-  the  transferrer,  with  no  notice  of 
earned  by  the  delivery  of  the  cer-  the  transfer,  and  in  good  faith,  at- 
tiflcates  without  notice  to  the  cor-  tached  the  shares  and  had  them 
poratlou  or  transfer  on  its  books,  sold  and  transferred  to  a  third 
although  the  certillcates  refer  to  party.  It  was  held  that  a  suit 
the  charter,  which  contains  a  pro-  against  the  corporation  for  refus- 
vision  that  no  salis  or  transfer  Ing  to  record  the  transfer  to  him 
shall  be  made  without  first  giving  could  not  be  maintained  by  the- 
the  corporation  sixty  days'  notice,  former  transferee, 
with  the  privilege  to  it  or  Its  mem-  39  Md.  Act  of  1886,  ch.  287;  Mor- 
bers  to  purchase  on  equal  terms,  ton  v.  Grafflin  (1888),  68  Md.  545.. 
Crescent  City  Seltzer  &  Mineral  *o  Mass.  Act  of  May  9,  1884. 
Water  M.  Co.  v.  Deblieux  (1888),  *iKyle  v.  Montgomery,  73  Ga. 
40  La.  Ann.  155.  337. 

■"  Continental  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eliot  *2  Van  Cise  v.  Merchants'  Nat. 

Nat.  Bank,  5  Fed.  Rep.  369.  Bank  (1887),  4  Dak.  485,  3:3  N.  W. 

38  Scott     V.     Pequonnock     Nat.  897. 

Bank,  13  Fed.  Rep.  494.     But  see  *3  "Wilson  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Ry. 

Williams    v.    Mechanics'    Bank,    5  (1891),   108   Mo.  588,   32  Am.  St. 

Blatehf.   59.     And   see  Hazard  v.  Rep.     624;     Blakeman    v.     Paget 

Exchange  Bank,  26  Fed.  Rep.  94,  Sound,    etc.    Co.    (1887),    72    Cal. 

where  certain  shares  of  a  corpora-  321;   Selma,  etc.  Co.  v.  Harris,  31 

tion  were  transferred,  but  no  rec-  So.  508  (Ala.  1902). 
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having  knowledge  that  the  equitable  title  is  in  another  party,  and 
who  are  not  misled  or  deceived  by  the  registration  book.**  This 
principle  would  seem  to  be  carried  so  far  in  Pennsylvania  as  to 
impute  the  assignor's  knowledge  to  his  attaching  creditors.*" 
When  the  company  itself  attaches  the  shares  of  one  of  its  mem- 
bers, it  is  not  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  a  transfer  thereof 
possessed  by  one  of  its  creditors,  who  took  no  part  in  causing  the 
attachment  to  be  made  and  who  had  no  knowledge  of  it.*" 

§  66i.  Attachment  by  creditors  of  the  transferee. — Ordin- 
arily' the  creditors  of  an  unregistered  transferee  of  stock  certifi- 
cates, can  not  subject  his  interest  in  the  shares  to  execution  and 
attachment.*'     For  until  his  name  has  been  entered,  as  holder  of 


44Mowry  v.  Hawkins  (1890),  57 
Conn.  453,  18  Atl.  Rep.  784; 
Bridgewater  Iron  Co.  v.  Lissbeyer, 
116  U.  S.  8,  appealed  from  Massa- 
chusetts. But  under  Mass.  Pub. 
Stat.,  ch.  105,  §  24,  which  pro- 
vides that  an  assignment  of  stock, 
until  recorded,  or  a  new  certificate 
Issued,  shall  not  affect  the  right 
of  the  assignor's  creditor  to  at- 
tach, it  has  been  held  that  where 
the  owner  of  stock  transferred  his 
certificate  to  a  transferee  who 
-wrote  to  the  corporation  request- 
ing a  transfer,  and  a  minute  was 
made  on  the  certificate-stub  in  the 
book  of  the  corporation,  the  com- 
pany having  no  transfer  book,  the 
transferrer's  creditor  attaching 
the  stock,  with  notice  of  the  facts, 
could  hold  it.  Newell  v.  Willis- 
ton,  138  Mass.  240. 

*5  Pennsylvania  Act  of  June  2, 
1874,  relating  to  limited  partner- 
ship associations,  prescribes  a  par- 
ticular form  for  the  transfer  of 
stock,  and  declares  that  no  change 
of  ownership  can  be  accomplished 
in  any  other  mode  or  form,  or  by 
any  other  means  than  a  transfer 
as  specified,  and  it  was  held,  that, 
notwithstanding,  an  asignment  in 
another  form  passed  the  title  as 
against  the  assignor,  and  there- 
fore, as  against  his  attaching  cred- 
itor. Tide  Water  Pipe  Co.  v.  Kitch- 
enman,  108  Pa.  St.  630.  - 

*6  Buttrick  v.  Nashua,  etc.  R. 
Co.   (1882),  62  N.  H.  413,  13  Am. 


St.  Rep.  578.  For,  since  directors 
can  act  only  as  a  board,  their 
power  being  joint  and  not  several, 
notice  to  one  of  them  is  not  notice 
to  the  corporation.  Buttrick  v. 
Nashua,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1882),  62  N. 
H.  413,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  578,  581, 
citing  Washington  Bank  v.  Lewis, 
22  Pick.  24,  31;  Commercial  Bank 
V.  Cunningham,  24  Pick.  270,  276, 
35  Am.  Dec.  322;  Atlantic  State 
Bank  v.  Savery,  82  N.  Y.  291;  New 
Haven,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Chatham,  42 
Conn.  465.  480. 

i^  Lippitt  V.  American  Wood 
Paper  Co.  (1885),  15  R.  I.  141,  2 
Am.  St.  Rep.  886.  Executions  and 
attachments  cannot  be  levied  on 
shares  of  corporation  stock  if  the 
debtor  is  not  himself  the  legal  pos- 
sessor of  the  interest,  or  where  he 
has  only  an  equitable  right,  or  has 
regularly  assigned  his  interest. 
Van  Norman  v.  Jackson  Circuit 
Judge,  45  Mich.  204.  The  provis- 
ions of  the  Pennsylvania  Act  of 
June  16,  1836,  section  32,  requir- 
ing the  plaintiff  Issuing  an  attach- 
ment execution  against  stock  held 
in  a  name  other  than  that  of  de- 
fendant, to  file  an  affidavit  and 
enter  into  a  recognizance,  were 
intended  to  apply  only  to  those 
cases  where  there  is  a  claimant 
disputing  the  defendant's  title, 
and  not  to  those  cases  where  the 
defendant's  title  is  conceded.  Betts 
V.  Towanda  Gas  &  Water  Co.,  97 
Pa.  St.  367.    In  another  Pennsyl- 
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the  shares,  upon  the  books  of  the  company,  he  has  only  an  equit- 
able right  to  them  as  between  himself  and  his  transferrer,  or  those 
claiming  under  the  latter  with  notice.*^  At  common  law  an 
equitable  right  or  interest  in  personal  property  is  not  attachable.^' 
It  is  natural  to  suppose  that  the  intention,  of  statutes  subjecting 
corporate  stock  to  attachment  and  levy,  is  simply  to  put  it  on 
a  par  with  other  personal  property.^"     This  view  accords  with  the 


vanla  case  an  attachment  issued 
against  stock  of  a  building  asso- 
ciation, standing  in  the  name  of 
defendant,  but  which  had  been 
assigned  to  the  association  as  col- 
lateral security;  no  apdavit  or 
recognizance  was  filed,  as  required 
by  Pennsylvania  Act  of  1836.  A 
third  party  intervened  and 
claimed  the  stock,  but  he  likewise 
did  not  file  the  aflSdavit  and  rec- 
ognizance. At  his  instance  the 
writ  was  quashed,  and  it  was  held, 
that  the  writ  had  been  improperly 
issued,  and  that  while  the  claim 
of  the  intervening  party  was  not 
made  in  conformity  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  act,  yet  the  at- 
tachment being  improper,  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  below,  refusing 
to  allow  the  plaintiff  in  the  first 
case  to  file  the  affidavit  and  recog- 
nizance, must  be  aflirmed.  Eby  v. 
Guest,  94  Pa.  St.  160. 

*8Middletown  Savings  Bank  v. 
Jarvis,  33  Conn.  372,  construing 
Conn.  Gen.  Stat.,  ch.  2,  §  19;  ch. 
14,  §  237.  Under  Dakota  Code 
Civil  Proc,  §  314,  providing  that 
all  goods,  chattels,  money  and 
other  property,  "or  any  interest 
therein,"  and  all  other  property 
"not  capable  of  manual  delivery," 
shall  be  liable  to  execution,  the 
interest  of  a  pledgor  in  stock  of 
a  corporation  "in  pool,"  which  has 
been  transferred  to  the  trustee  of 
"the  pool"  by  indorsement  only, 
may  be  seized  and  sold  under  exe- 
cution. Van  Cise  v.  Merchants' 
Nat  Baak  (1887),  33  N.  W.  Rep. 
S97.  "Wyoming  Rev.  Stat.,  §  2774, 
provides  that  a  levy  upon  the  in- 
terest of  the  legal  or  equitable 
owner   of   corporate  stocks   shall 


be  made  in  a  particular  way.  In 
an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a  cer- 
tificate of  stock,  to  compel  the  cor- 
poration to  make  the  proper  trans- 
fer on  its  books,  the  answer  al- 
leged that  on  a  certain  date  one 
B.  obtained  a  judgment  against 
the^  husband  of  the  assignor,  "who 
held  said  certificate  of  stock  in 
trust  for  and  to  the  use  of  her 
said  husband,  and  on  the  19th  day 
of  December,  1887,  execution  was 
issued  on  said  judgment,  and  on 
•  the  6th  day  of  February,  1888,  the 
sheriff  of  Laramie  county,  Wyom- 
ing territory,  levied  said  execu- 
tion upon  said  shares  of  stock  as 
the  property  of  said"  husband, 
and  that  defendant  had  no  notice 
of  the  assignment  to  plaintiff.  It 
was  held  that  the  answer  was  de- 
murrable, in  that  it  did  not  allege 
that  the  judgment  debtor  was  the 
equitable  owner  of  the  stock  at  the 
date  of  the  levy,  nor  that  the 
sheriff  of  Laramie  county  was  the 
proper  officer  to  execute  the  writ, 
nor  how  the  levy  was  made.  Wy- 
oming Fair  Assn.  v.  Talbott,  3 
Wyom.  444  (1889),  21  Pac.  Rep. 
700.  See,  further,  as  to  attach- 
ment of  equitable  interest.  Poster 
V.  Potter,  37  Mo.  525;  Thacker  v. 
Chambers,  5  Humph.  313,  42  Am. 
Dec.  431,  and  note,  432;  Reed  v. 
Upton,  10  Pick.  522,  20  Am.  Dec. 
545, ,  and  note,  547;  Badlam  v. 
Tucker,  1  Pick.  389,  11  Am.  Dec. 
202. 

48  Yide  supra,  §  659. 

00  Lippitt  V.  American  Wood  Pa- 
per Co.  (1885),  15  R.  I.  141,  2  Am. 
St.  Rep.  886,  citing  Freeman  on 
Executions,  §  116. 
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language  of  the  statutes.  It  is  "the  shares  of  the  defend£ln.t,"  or 
his  "stock  or  shares,"  and  not  his  right  or  interest  in  the  stock 
or  shares,  which,  in  the  words  of  these  acts,  may  be  attached  or 
levied  upon."  Where,'  however,  the  wording  of  the  statute  is 
broad,  in  terms  subjecting  the  stockholder's  "rights"  or  "interest" 
to  eixecution  and  attachment,  equitable  rights  are  held  to  be  in- 
cluded.'^ 

§  662.  Garnishment.^— In  the  absence  of  statutory  authority, 
shares  of  stock  are  not  subject  to  payment  of  the  shareholder's 
•  debt,,  by  garnishee  process.  As  shaireholder,  he  is  no  creditor  of 
the  corporation.  Shares  of  stock  are  not  representatives  of  money 
or  of  debt.  They  are  choses  in  action,  and  at  common  law  are 
not  the  subject  of  garnishee  process.  The  creditor  of  a  stock- 
holder cannot  subject  his  shares  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  by 
service  of  garnishment  upon  the  corporation.'^^'  Attachment  of 
the  stock  by  garnishment  is  void.''  The  creditor  can  not  by  garn- 
ishment reach  certificates  held  by  one  person,  which  belong  to 
another  who  is  the  debtor.  The  certificate  is  not  the  property  it- 
self, but  like  a  title  deed,  is  only  the  evidence  of  property.'*  The 
creditors  may  garnishee  a  delinquent  subscriber  to  the  extent  of 
unpaid  calls  ma(ie  upon  him."  A  creditor  may  attach  a  resident 
subscriber  delinqvient  to  a  foreign  corporation.'"  After  a  call  has 
been  made,  a  creditor  of,  the  company  may  garnishee  the  stock- 
holder.''    For,  if  subscriptions  are  due  and  payable,  they  are,  to 

51  Lippltt  V.  American  Wood  Pa-  164;    Ross   v.   Ross,    25    Ga.    297; 

per  Co.  (1885),  15  R.  I.  141.  Foster  v.  Potter,  37  Mo.  525. 

02  Llppitt  V.  American  Wood  Pa-  53  Mooar  v.   Walker    (1877),   46 

per  Co.    (1885),  15  R.  I.  141,  con-  Iowa,  164. 

struing  R.   I.  Gen.   Stat.,  ch.  196,  »*  Packard,  etc.  Co.  v.  Laev,  100 

§  21;  ch.  197,  §  9;  ch.  212,  §§  18-  Wis.  644  (1898). 
20;  R.  I.  Pub.  Stat.,  ch.  207,  §  22;  bs  McKelvey  v.  Crockett  (1884), 

ch.  208,  §  9;  ch.  223,  §§  20-22.    Cf.  18  Nev.  238,  2  Pac.  386;  Bohrer  v. 

Waller  V.  Pace  Tobacco  Co.  (1888),  Adair   (1901),  61  Neb.  824,  86  N. 

2  N.  Y.  Supp.  292,  declaring  that  W.  495. 

IT.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §  647,  pro-  so  Cooper  v.  Adel,   etc.  Co.,  122 

viding  that  shares   bf  stock  may  N.  C.  463  (1898),  30  S.  E.  348. 
be   levied    on,   is   applicable   only  67  Faull   v.  Alaska,   etc.  Mining 

where  the  defendant  has  the  legal  Co.    (1882),  8   Sawy.  520;    Meints 

title   to  the  stock,   and   not  to   a  v.  Bast  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  89  111. 

case  where  the  defendant  has,  in  48;   Hannah  v.  Moberly  Bank,  67 

another  state  of  Which  he  was  a  Mo.  678;  Simpson  v.  Reynolds,  71 

resident,  assigned  the  certificates.  Mo.   594    (1880);    Curry  v.  Wood- 

although    no    transfer    has    been  ward,    53   Ala.   371;    Bingham   v. 

made  on  the  company's  books.  Rushing,  5  Ala.  403;  Hays  v.  Ly- 

»2a  Mooar  v.  Walker,   46   Ioweu  coming,  etc.  Co.  (1882),  99  Pa.  St. 
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that  extent,  like  other  debts  due  the  corporation,  subject  to  garn- 
ishment.^' But  a  creditor  can  not  resort  to  garnishment  proceed- 
ings until  a  call  has  been  made,  unless  by  the  terms  of  the  sub- 
scription the  amount  was  payable  without  call,°°  or  unless,  as  is 
sometimes  the  case,  this  remedy  be  given  by  statute  whether  a 
call  has  been  made  or  not.°°  In  Pennsylvania  the  efficacy  of  at- 
tachment process  is  not  confined  to  the  garnishment  of  legal  de- 
mands, but  extends  fo  those  of  an  equitable  nature,  and  it  has  been 
held  that  the  unpaid  subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation,  can  be  reached  by  writ  of  attachment,  al- 
though no  assessment  or  call  has  been  made.'^  But  a  limitation  has 
been  placed  upon  the  right  of  a  creditor  of  a  corporation  to  resort 
to  garnishment  proceedings.  It  is  admitted  that  if  the  corporation 
is  solvent,  and  the  subscription  is  in  the  form  of  an  absolute  en- 
gagement to  pay  the  price  of  the  stock,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
the  creditor  can  reach  the  amounts  unpaid  by  attachment  in  ex- 
ecution, but  it  is  denied  that  this  can  be  done,  if  the  corporation  be 
insolvent,  because  upon  insolvency  the  unpaid  amounts  constitute 


621.  Gf.  "Execution  Against  Mem- 
bers of  Corporations,"  6  Am.  Jur. 
468.  But  see  In  re  Glen  Iron 
Works  (1883),  17  Fed.  Rep.  324, 
(1884),  20  Fed.  Rep.  674;  Cucullu 
V.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  2  Rob.  (La.) 
571;  Bunn's 'Appeal,  14  Week.  N. 
cases,  193.  An  unpaid  balance  due 
on  a  subscription  to  the  stock  of 
a  corporation  is  a  thing  in  action 
which  may  be  sequestered  in  pro- 
ceedings had  upon  a  judgment 
against  the  corporation.  Dean  v. 
Biggs,  25  Hun,  122. 

ssFaull  V.  Alaska  G.  &  S.  Min. 
Co.,  14  Fed.  Rep.  657;  De  Mony  v. 
Johnston,  7  Ala.  51;  Meints  v. 
East  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  89  111.  48; 
Brown  v.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  3  La. 
Ann.  177,  182;  Payne  v.  Bullard, 
23  Miss.  88,  55  Am.  Dec.  74;  Han- 
nah V.  Moberly  Bank,  67  Mo.  678; 
Peterson  v.  Sinclair,  83  Pa.  St.  250. 
See  note  to  Freeland  v.  McCul- 
lough,  43  Am.  Dec.  702;  2  Mora- 
wetz  on  Corporations,  §  819. 

60  Lane's  Appeal,  165  Pa.  St.  49, 
51  Am.  Rep.  166;  McKjelvey  v. 
Crockett,  18  Nev.  238;  Paschall  v. 
Whitsett,  11  Ala.  472,  477;  Cooper 


V.  Frederick,  9  Ala.  737,  742;  Bin'- 
ham  V.  Rushing,  5  Ala.  403;  Brown 
V.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  3  La.  Ann.  177, 
182;  Hannah  v.'Moberly  Bank,  67 
Mo.  678;  Simpson  v.  Reynolds,  71 
Mo.  594;  Hughes  v.  Oregonian  Ry. 
Co.,  11  Oreg.  158;  Peterson  v.  Sin- 
-clair  (1877),  83  Pa.  St.  250;  Lang- 
Iford  V.  Ottumwa  Water  Power  Co. 
(1882),  59  Iowa,  283;  Chandler  v. 
Liddle,  10  N.  B.  R.  236;  In  re 
Glen  Iron  Works,  20  Fed.  Rep. 
674,  17  Fed.  Rep.  324;  Bunn's  Ap- 
peal (1884),  105  Pa.  St.  49;  Coal- 
field Coal  Co.  V.  Peck  (1881),  98 
111.  139.  Gf.  Rand  v.  White  Moun- 
tains R.  Co-.  (1860),  40  N.  H.  79; 
Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations, 
§  517;  Thompson  on  Liability  of 
Stockholders,  §§  265,  276,  317; 
Dean  v.  Biggs  (1881),  25  Hun,  122. 
eoBartlett  v.  Drew  (1874),  57 
N.  Y.  587;  Griffith  v.  Mangam,  73 
N.  Y.  611  (1878);  Robertson  v. 
Noeninger,  20  111.  App.  227;  Ala. 
Civ.  Code  (1887),  §  2972. 

01  In  re  Glen  Iron  Works,  20 
Fed.  Rep.  674,  affirming  17  Fed. 
Rep.  324,  16  Phila.  563. 
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a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors."^  Although  a 
statute  which  provides  that,  upon  the  return  unsatisfied  of  an  ex- 
ecution against  a  corporation,  execution  may,  on  notice  and  mo- 
tion, issue  against  any  shareholder  for  the  amount  of  his  unpaid 
balance  due  on  shares, — is  retrospective,  it  is  nevertheless  valid, 
and  applicable  to  a  corporation  chartered  previously  under  a 
special  act.^^  A  petition  asking  for  an  execution  against  a  stock- 
holder, based  on  a  judgment  against  the  corporation,  must  be  filed 
in  the  court  by  which  the  judgment  was  rendered;"*  for,  a  pro- 
ceeding by  motion  for  execution  against  a  stockholder  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation,  is  in  no  sense  the  institution  of  an  independent 
suit,  but  a  mere  supplementary  proceeding  in  aid  of  the  execution 
against  the  corporation."^  Under  the  Illinois  corporation  act  of 
1872,  making  stockholders  liable  to  creditors,  garnishee  process 
lies  after  judgment  against  the  corporation;  it  is  not  necessary 
to  proceed  against  the  stockholders  at  the  time  of  instituting  suit 
against  the  corporation.""  Under  the  Kansas  statute,— declaring 
that  in  the  absence  of  corporate  property  on  which  to  levy,  ex- 
ecution may  be  issued  against  any  of  the  stockholders,  but  no 
•execution  shall  issue  except  upon  an  order  of  the  court  in  which 
the  action,  suit  or  other  proceeding  shall  have  been  brought,  made 
upon  motion  in  open  court  after  reasonable  notice  in  writing  to  the 
person  sbught  to  be  charged, — the  service  of  notice  must  be  in 
like  manner  as  in  the  case  of  an  original  summons,  and  jurisdic- 
tion can  not  be  obtained  by  service  without  the  State."^ 

§  662a.  Execution  and  attachment  upon  the  property  and 
franchises  of  railroads  and  other  quasi-public  corporations. — 
The  necessity  to  the  public  that  the  regular  service  of  a  railroad 
shall  not  be  interfered  with,  will  not  allow  it,  or  any  of  its  prop- 
erty necessary  to  such  service,  to  be  taken  in  any  part,  in  levy  of 
■execution,  in  the  absence  of  express  authority  of  statute.  The 
levy  must  be  upon  the  whole  of  the  property  or  none.  The  judg- 
ment creditor's  remedy  is  in  equity  for  appointment  of  a  receiver."' 

62  Lane's  Appeal,  105  Pa.  St.  49,  Kan.  194;  Kan.  Comp.  L.  1879, 
Bl  Am.  Rep.  166.  ch.  23,  §  32. 

63  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hill,  86  es  Connor  v..  Tennessee,  etc.  Ry. 
Mo.  466.  (1901),   109   Fed.   931;    George   v. 

64Paxon  V.  Talmage,  87  Mo.  13.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Ry.  (1890),  44  Fed. 

65  Kohn  v.  Lucas,  17  Mo.  App.  29.  117;  Bast  Alabama  v.  Doe  (1885), 

66  Coalfield  Co.  v.  Peck,  98  111.  114  U.  S.  340;  Central  Trust  Co.  v. 
139.  Moran    (1894),   56   Minn.    188,    29 

67  Howell    T.    Marylesdorf,    33  L.  R.  A.  212;  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Ry. 
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Land  acquired  by  a  railroad  for  its  uses,  in  performing  its  duties 
to  the  public,  can  not  be  sold  on  execution  apart  from  its-  fran- 
chises, so  as  to  give  title  to  the  property  free  from  the  duties  as- 
sumed by  the  corporation. °'  This  exemption  does  not  apply  to 
the  property  of  purely  private  corporations,  nor  to  the  property 
of  a  qitasi'puhlic  corporation  not  irf  use  by  it  or  necessary  to  the 
performance  of  its  duties  to  the  public.'"  Unless  authorized  by 
statute,  the  corporate  creditors  Can  not  reach  by  execution  or  at- 
tachment the  franchises  of  a  corporation,  or  the  franchises  or 
property  of  a  quasi-public  corporation,  requisite  to  the  perform- 
ance of  its  duties  to  the  public,  and  it  is  not  material  how  the 
property  was  acquired,  whether  by  purchase,  donation  or  under 
condemnation  proceedings.'^  The  national  banking  act  prohibits 
any  attachment  against  a  national  barik  or  its  property  before  a 
final  judgment.'^  Where  the  statute  authorizes  the  sale  of  the 
property  or  franchises  of  a  corporation,  in  satisfaction  of  judg-. 
ment,  the  mode  pointed  otit  by  the  statute  must  be  followed.'^ 

V.  Grand  Rapids  (1894),  102  Mich.  7i  Doe  v.  Fischer,  114  U.  S.  340. 

374,  29  L.  R.  A.  195.  t2  Dennis   v.    First    Nat.    Bank, 

so  Rutland  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chaffee,  ^2  etc.,  127  Cal.  453,  and  cases  cited. 

Vt.   404;    Gooch  v.  McGee,   83  N.  73  James  v.  Pontiac,  etc.  Co.,  9 

C.  59.  Mich.  91;  Atlantic  v.  Grant  (1876), 

TO  Plymouth  R.  Co.  V.  Colwell,  39  57  Ga.  340. 
Pa.  St.  337,  SO  Am.  Dec.  526. 
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§  663.  Corporate  acts  are  author- 
ized only  at  corporate 
meetings. 

Called  or  special  meet- 
ings. Remedy  for  re- 
fusal to  call. 

Notice  of  meeting. 

(a)  To  be  unconditional. 

(b)  Service  of  notice. 

668.  (c)  To  directors  absent  from 
the  state. 

669.  (d)  Requisites  of  the  notice. 

670.  Stockholders'  meetings 

671.  (a)  Must  be  within  the 
state  creating  the  corpo- 
ration. 

672.  (b)  First  meeting  under 
special  charter. 

673.  (c)  Place  of  meeting  of  con- 
solidated companies. 


§  674. 

675. 

676. 

677. 
678. 
679. 
680. 
681. 
682. 

683. 

684. 

685. 


(d)  Place  of  meeting  of  in- 
terstate corporations. 

Directors'  meetings.  Place 
of  holding. 

Estoppel  to  plead  illegality 
of  place  of  meeting. 

Time  and  place  of  meeting. 

Premature  meeting. 

Postponed  meeting. 

Adjourned  meeting. 

Irregularities  at  meetings. 

Trick,  secrecy,  surprise, 
bribery. 

Failure  to  hold  meetings 
or  elections. 

Meetings  of  church  trus- 
tees. 

Minutes  of  meetings  of  di- 
rectors and  of  stockhold- 
ers. 


References: 

"Dormant  corporations."     Effect  of  failure  to   hold  meetings 

and  elections.    Section  1315. 
Corporate  records  and  minutes  of  meetings.     Sections  108-117. 

§  663.  Corporate  acts  are  authorized  only  ^t  corporate  meet- 
ings.— The  powers  conferred  by  the  charter  of  a  corporation 
upon  the  body  of  incorporators  and  board  of  directors,  respec- 
tively, can  be  exercised  by  them  only  when  duly  convened  in  a 
corporate  meeting.  And  where  an  alleged  corporate  act  rests 
upon  the  assent  of  a  majority  of  the  members,  expressed,  not  in 
a  corporate  meeting,  but  given  by  each  one  separately  and  at 
different  times,  and  evidenced,  not  by  the  minutes  of  their  corpor- 
ate proceedings,  but  by  a  separate  paper  in  the  possession  of  a 
committee,  it  is  a  nullity.^    Assent  by  the  stockholders  given 


1  Cemonwealth  v.  Cullen,  13  Pa. 
St.  133,, 53  Am.  Dec.  450;  Dennis 
v.  Joslin  Manuf.  Co.,  19  R.  I.  666, 
61  Am.  St.  Rep.  805.     In  puke  v. 


Markham  (N.  C.  1890),  10  S.  E. 
Rep.  1017,  where  it  was  held  that 
a  mortgage  so  executed  is  not  a 
corporate  act,  and  that  even  the 
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elsewhere  than  in  meeting,  will  not  authorize  the  appointment  of 
an  agent  for  the  corporation,  of  the  execution  of  any  corporate 


use  by  the  company  of  money 
laised  by  a  mortgage  so  author- 
ized would  not  of  itself  be  a  rati- 
fication. If  the  company  ratify 
the  mortgage,  it  would  not  vali- 
date it  as  to  other  cieditors,  if  the 
mortgage  is  invalid  when  regis- 
tered. Pierce  v.  New  Orleans 
Build.  Co.  (1S36),  9  La.  397,  404, 
where  the  court  said:  "We  can- 
not see  in  this  any  lej^al  evidence 
of  the  consent  of  the  corporation, 
either  according  to  its  charter  or 
the  general  principlesi  of  law." 
Finley  Stove,  etc.  Co.  v.  Kurtz,  34 
Mich.  89  (1876);  Commonwealth 
V.  Cullen  (1850),  13  Pa.  St.  133,  53 
Am.  Dec.  450.  Even  though  all 
the  capital  stock  should  he  ac- 
quired by  one  person,  he  does  not 
thereby  become  the  corporation. 
Button  V.  Hoffman  (1884) ,  61  Wis. 
20.  Contra,  Swift  v.  Smith  (1886), 
€5  Md.  428,  per  Irving,  J.,  34  Alb. 
L.  J.  257.  But  see  In  re  Great 
Northern  Salt  &  Chemical  Works 
Co.  (Ch.  Div.  1890),  7  Ry.  &  L.  J. 
157,  a  case  arising  under  the  Eng- 
lish Companies  Act  of  1862,  25  & 
26  Vic,  ch.  89,  being  an  applica- 
tion to  fix  K.  upon  the  list  of  con- 
tributories  of  a  company  in  liqui- 
dation, in  respect  of  five  hundred 
shares.  He  objected  on  the  ground 
that  there  had  never  been  any 
valid  allotment  to  him  of  the 
shares  in  question.  The  company 
was  formed  in  April,  1888,  under 
Table  A  to  the  act  of  1862,  which 
provides  (art.  52)  that  the  num- 
ber of  the  directors,  and  the 
names  of  the  first  directors,  shall 
be  determined  by  the  subscribers 
of  the  memorandum  of  associa- 
tion; and  (art.  53)  that  until  di- 
rectors are  appointed,  the  sub- 
scribers of  the  memorandum  of 
association  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
directors.  Two  only  of  the  sub- 
scribers of  the  memorandum  had, 
in  the  first  instance,  purported  to 


appoint   directors,  but  the  direct- 
ors so  appointed  had  resigned,  and 
on  the  27th  of  July,  1888,  the  seven 
subscribers   of '  the  memorandum, 
by  a  document  in  writing,  signed 
by  them  all,  appointed  four  per- 
sons to  be  directors.    On  the  2d  of 
August  those  four  persons  held  a 
meeting  and  resolved  that  two  di- 
rectors should  form  a  quorum  to 
conduct  the  business  of  the  com- 
pany.    At  the  first  general  meet- 
ing of  the  company,  held  on  the 
20th  of  August,  three  of  those  four 
directors  were  authorized  and  re- 
quested to  continue  to  act  as  di- 
rectors for  the  present.     Two  of 
these    directors    subsequently    al- 
lotted to  K.  the  shares   in  ques- 
tion, and  K.  had  paid  money  in 
respect   of   such   shares.     On   the 
24th  of  November,  1888,  the  com- 
pany was  ordered  to  be  wound-up. 
At  that  time  K.  was  on  the  regis- 
ter of  shareholders  as  the  holder 
of    five    hundred    shares.      It    ap- 
peared that  the  document_  of  the 
27th  of  July,  1888,  had  not  been 
signed  at  any  meeting  of  the  sub- 
scribers of  the,  memorandum,  and 
it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  K. " 
that  it  was  therefore  an  invalid 
appointment  of  directors,  and  the 
persons  who  had  made  the  allot- 
ment were  not  legally  directors,  as 
the    subscribers,    to    exercise    the 
powers  given  by  article  52,  ought 
to  have  met  together  in  the  same 
way  as  directors  are  required  by 
article    66    to   meet   together   for 
the  dispatch  of  business.     It  was 
held  that  article  52  required  that 
the     subscribers     should     "deter- 
mine," and  if  it  could  be  shown 
in  any  way  that  they  had  deter- 
mined,  the  directors  upon  whom 
they  had  determined  would  be  val- 
idly appointed,  although  such  de- 
termination was   not   reached  at 
any  meeting;   and  in  the  present 
case  the   directors  had  been  ap- 
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contract,  or  other  act  to  bind  the  corporation.^  This  is  the  rule, 
not  only  as  to  the  corporators  themselves,  but  also  as  to  their 
trustees  or  directors.''  The  directors  can  lawfully  act  only  when 
duly  convened  as  a  board.*  This  is  the  law,  even  where  the  act 
by  which  the  company  derived  its  corporate  existence  makes  no 
provision  for  the  manner  in  which  the  corporators  are  to  be  con- 
voked, or  how  they  are  to  vote.^  Where  the  organic  law  of  the 
body  is  silent  on  these  points,  its  proceedings  and  the  validity  of 
acts  done  in  its  name,  must  be  judged  according  to  the  principles 
of  law  applicable  to  corporations  in  general  as  above  set  forth,  and 
such  by-laws  as  may  have  been  adopted  for  the  regulation  of  its- 
conduct.'     So  that,  unless  the  contrary  be  provided  by  statute  or 


pointed,  and  the  allotment  made 
by  them  was  valid.  Hallows  v. 
Pernie,  15  L.  T.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  602; 
L.  Rep.  3  Eq.  520,  followed. 
D'Arcy  v.  Tamar,  etc.  Railway 
Company,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  158,  dis- 
tinguished. Of.  Granger  v.  Grubb 
(1870),  7  Phila.  350;  Graham  v. 
Boston,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1886),  118 
U.  S.  161;  Peirce  v.  New  Orleans, 
etc.  Co.,  9  La.  397,  29  Am.  Dec. 
448;  Duke  v.  Markham,  105  N.  C. 
131,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  889,  10  S.  E. 
1017. 

2  Dennis  v.  Joslyn  Manuf.  Co.,  19 
R.  I.  666,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  805. 
^     3  Buttrick  v.  Nashua,  etc.  it.  Co. 
(1882),  62  N.  H.  413,  13  Am.  St. 
Rep.  578. 

*Gashwiler  v.  Willis  (1867),  33 
Cal.  11;  People's  Bank  v.  St.  An- 
thony's R.  C.  Church,  39  Hun,  498, 
where  a  majority  of  the  trustees 
of  a  Romish  church  attempted  to 
bind  the  church  upon  notes  exe- 
cuted without  a  meeting  of  the 
board.  Cf.  Granger  v.  Grubb,  7 
Phila.  350  (1870). 

■'  Pierce  v.  New  Orleans  Build. 
Assn.  (1836),  9  La.  397. 

6  Pierce  v.  New  Orleans  Build. 
Assn.  (1836),  9  La.  397;  People  v. 
Albany;  etc.  R.  Co.  (1869),  55 
Barb.  344.  Cf.  Craw  v.  Easterly 
(1873),  54  N.  Y.  679;  Easterly  v. 
Barber  (1875),  65  N.  Y.  252.  In 
England  it  is  enacted  that  at  the 


first  meeting  of  directors  held' 
after  the  passing  of  the  special 
act  of  incorporation,  and  at  the 
first  meeting  of  thp  directors 
held  after  each  annual  appoint- 
ment of  directors,  the  directors, 
present  at  such  meeting  shall 
choose  one  of  the  directors  to  act 
as  chairman  of  the  directors  for 
the  year  following  such  choice,  • 
and  shall  also,  if  they  think  fit, 
choose  another  director  to  act  as 
deputy  chairman  for  the  same  pe- 
riod; and  if  the  chairman  or 
deputy  chairman  die  or  resign,  or 
cease  to  be  a  director,  or  other- 
Wise  become  disqualified  to  act, 
the  directors  present  at  the  meet- 
ing next  after  the  occurrence  of 
the  vacancy  shall  choose  some 
other  of  the  directors  to  fill  such 
vacancy;  and  every  such  chair- 
man or  deputy  chairman  so 
elected  as  last  aforesaid  shall 
continue  in  ofiBce  so  long  only  as 
the  person  in  whose  stead  he  may 
be  so  elected  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  continue  if  such  death, 
resignation,  removal  or  disquali- 
fication had  not  happened.  8  Vic, 
ch.  16,  §  93.  If  at  any  meeting  of 
the  directors  neither  the  chairman 
nor  deputy  chairman  be  present 
the  directors  present  shall  choose 
some  one  of  their  number  to  be 
chairman  of  such  meeting.  8  Vic, 
ch.  16,  §  94. 
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charter,  there  are  but  two  ways  in  whii-.h  a  corporation  as  such  can 
act,  to  wit,  either  through  its  president  and  directors,  or  at  a 
meeting  of  the  stockholders  duly  convoked  and  conducted  in  con- 
formity with  the  general  rules  governing  corporate  meetings,  or 
the  special  by-laws  supplementary  thereto.''  Any  material  de- 
parture therefrom  destroys  the  validity  of  the  proceedings  so 
taken.  Unless,  of  course,  provision  be  made  for  suspension  of 
_the  rules. ^  It  has  been  held  in  Colorado,  however,  that  where 
claims  against  a  corporation  are  approved  by  a  majority  of  the 
board  of  directors,  acting  separately,  in  accordance  with  a  custom- 
ary usage,  the  approval  is  sufficient,  there  being  no  law  or  by-law 
restricting  the  directors  to  a  different  mode."  The  corporation 
may  be  bound,  as  against  subsequent  creditoirs,  ^by  such  assent  of 
all  the  stockholders,  given  elsewhere  than  at  a  corporate  meeting.^" 
§  664.  Called  or  special  meetings.  Remedy  for  refusal  to 
call. — Provisions,  for  calling  special  meetings,  found  in  the  char- 
ter or  by-laws  of  the  companies  or  in  the  statutes  of  the  incor- 
porating States',  generally  make  it  obligatory  upon  the  directors 
or  some  specified  corporate  officer,  to  issue  a  call  upon  the  demand 
of  a  certain  number  of  members,  or  of  shareholders'  owning  a  cer- 
tain percentage  of  the  capital  stock.^^  To  render  a  meeting  legal, 
it  must  be  called  as  provided  in  the  by-laws,  if  they  are  not  re- 
pugnant to  the  charter,  or  to  any  law  of  the  State.^"  Unless 
otherwise  provided  in  the  by-laws,  the  directors  may  call  a  meet- 
ing whenever  they  deem  it  necessary.^'  Unless  otherwise  pro- 
vided, the  call  must  be  made  by  the  directors  as  a  board,  or  by  an  , 
officer  entrusted  with  the  general  management.'^*  No  other  officer 
or  agent  has  any  implied  authority  to  call  a  meeting.^^  The  presi- 
dent and  secretary  have  no  power  to  call  a  stockholders'  meeting.^" 
While  as  a  general  rule  it  should  appear  in  the  notice  that  the 
meeting  has  been  summoned  by  the  proper  official,'^' — the  board 

7  Pierce  v.  New  Orleans  Build,  wold,  14  N.  J.  Law,  222,  27  Am. 

Assn.  (1836),  9  La.  397.  Dee,  33. 

s  Pierce  v.  New  Orleans  Build.  is  Commonwealtli  v.    Smith,    4u 

Assn.  (1836),  9  La.  397.  .  Pa.  St.  59. 

0  Longmont  Supply  Ditch  Co.  v.  1*  Stebbins  v.  Merritt,  64  Mass. 

Coffman  (1888),  11  Colo.  551.  27;  Johnston  v.  Jones,  23  N.  X  Eg. 

loCoe  V.  Bast  &  "West,  etc.  Ry.  216. 
Co.,  52  Fed.  531.  16  Attorney   General   v.   Looker, 

118  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  70;   "W.  Va.  Ill  Mich.  498. 
Code,  ch.  53,  §  41.  le  Dusenberry  v.  Looker  (1896), 

12  Matthews    v.    Columbia    Nat.  110  Mich.  58. 
Bank,  79  Fed.  558;  Taylor  v.  Grls-  17  Stevens     v.     Eden     Meeting 
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of  directors,^^  or  the  general  agent  of  the  company ,^^  and  while 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  or  by-laws  relating  to  the  calling  of 
special  meetings,  must  be  complied  with'  in  every  particular;^"  yet 
there  are  circumstances  under  which  a  meeting  may  be  otherwise 
lawfully  assembled. ^^  If  the  directors  fail  to  call  the  meeting 
when  required,  or  send  out  insufficient  notices  thereof,  the  mem- 
bers may  call  a  meeting  themselves.''^  Especial  care  is  to  be  ob- 
served in  respect  of  tlie  notifications  sent  to  members  and  stock-- 
holders.'  The  same  is  true  in  calling  special  meetings  of  govern- 
ing corporate  bodies,  such  as  boards  of  trustees  or  directors,  undue 
'haste  and  irregularity  respecting  notification  being  fatal  to  the 
legality  of  the  proceedings.''^  The  notification  should  set  forth, 
in  a  general  way,  the  nature  of  the  business  to  be  transacted  at 
the  special  meeting,  and  action  taken  upon  matters  not  mentioned 
in  the  notice  is  invalid.^*  Where,  however,  the  minutes  recite 
that  a  meeting  was  "called  for  the  purpose"  of  transacting  a  cer- 
tain piece  of  business,  it  will  be  presumed,  until  the  contrary  is 
proven,  that  the  purpose  was  specified  in  the  call.-^     The  pre- 


House  Soc.  (1839),  12  Vt.  688; 
State  V.  Pettineh  (1875),  10  Nev. 
141;  Johnson  v.  Jones  (1872),  23 
N.  J,  Bq.  216;  Congregational  Soc. 
V.  Sperry  (1834),  10  Conn.  200; 
Evans  v.  Osgood  (1841),  18  Me. 
213;  Ang.  &  Ames,  Corp.  491. 

isRelUy  V.  Oglebay  (1884),  25 
"W.  Va.  36,  decided  under  W.  Va. 
Code,  ch.  53,  §  41,  and  holding  that 
a  meeting  called  by  the  secretary 
was  illegal,  the  code  prescribing 
that  the  directors  should  issue  the 
call. 

10  Stebbins  v.  Merritt  (1852),  10 
Cush.  27. 

20Reilly  V.  Oglebay  (1884),  25 
W.  Va.  36,  where  it  was  held  under 
the  West  Virginia  Code,  eh.  53, 
I  41,  providing  that  "a  general 
meeting  of  the  stockholders  may 
be  called  at  any  time  by  the  board 
of  directors,  or  by  any  number  of 
stockholders,  holding  together  at 
least  one-tenth  of  the  capital," 
that  a  call  by  the  secretary  simply 
on  authority  of  stockholders  hold- 
ing ,  one-tenth  of  the  capital  was 
invalid  and  all  proceedings  there- 
under illegal. 


2iNewcomb  v.  Reed  (1866),  12 
Allen,  362;  Citizens'  Mutual  P. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Sortwell  (1864),  8 
Allen,  217;  Judah  v.  American 
Live  Stock  Ins.  Co.  (1853),  4  Ind. 
333;  Chamberlain  v.  Painesville, 
etc.  R.  Co.  (1864),  15  Ohio  St.  225. 

22  8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  70;  Isle  of 
Wight  Ry.  Co.  v.  Tahourdin,  25  Ch. 
Div.  320;  Browne  &  Theobald's  Ry. 
Law,  98.  Cf.  W.  Va.  Code,  ch.  53, 
§  41. 

23  State  V.  Smith  (1887),  15 
Oreg.  98. 

2ilsle  of  Wight  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ta- 
hourdin, 25  Ch.  Div.  320;  D'Arcy 
V.  Tamar,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ex. 
158;  8  Vic,  ch..  16,  §  69;  Doyle  v. 
Mizner,  42  Mich.  332;  Kersey  Oil 
Co.  V.  Oilcreek,  etc.  R.  Co.,  12 
Phila.  374;  Pike  Co.  v,  Rowland, 
94  Pa.  St.  238;  State  v.  Ferguson, 
31  N.  J.  107;  Parwell  v.  Houghton 
Copper  Works  (1881),  8  Fed.  Rep. 
66;  Harding  v.  Vandewater,  40 
Cal.  77  (1870). 

25  Chase  v.  Tuttle  (1887),  55 
Conn.  455,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  66. 
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sumption  of  regularity  covers  a  multitude  of  sins  in  such  cases, 
and  throws  the  burden  on  those  who  would  deny  the  regularity 
of  a  meeting,  for  want  of  due  notice,  to  establish-  it  by  proof. =' 
Substantial  compliance  with  the  requirements  is  sufficient  in 
making  the  call.^'  It  will  be  presumed  that  a  meeting  was  reg- 
ularly called.^.^  Any  irregularity  in  the  call  is  waived  by  attend- 
ance of  all  persons  who  are  entitled  to  vote,^"  or  by  unreasonable 
delay  to  object.^" 

Remedy  for  Refusal  to  Call. — Mandamus  will  lie  at  the  instance 
of  any  stockholder,  to  enforce  the  duty  of  an  officer  to  call  a 
stockholders'  meeting.'^  And,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  conspir- 
,  acy,  irregularities  in  the  calling  of  special  meetings  may  be  cured 
by  the  reading  and  approval  of  the  minutes,  at  a  subsequent  meet- 
ing properly  called.^'' 

§  665.  Notice  of  meetings. — When  the  time  and  place  for 
regular  meetings,  is  fixed  in  the  by-laws  or  charter,  no  other  notice 
of  the  meeting  is  required,^'  but  without  notice,  the  by-laws  can 
not  be  changed  at  such  meeting,  or  authority  given  for  increase 
of  capital  stock.^*  Notice  of  meeting  to  discuss  the  giving  of  a 
mortgage,  is  sufficient  for  .the  meeting  to  authorize  a  mortgage.^* 
"Four  weeks'  notice,"  means  the  lapse  of  four  full  weeks  between 
first  publication  and  time  of  meeting.^^  The  rules  of  notice  of 
directors'  regular  or  stated  meetings,  substantially  follow  those  for 
meetings  of  stockholders,  but  notice  must  be  given  of  special  meet- 
ings of  the  board  of  directors.^''  No  notice  is  required,  where  all 
the  directors  attend  the  meeting.^^    Unless  otherwise  prescribed, 

28  Sargent  v.  Webster  (1847),  13  34  Jones  v.  Concord,  etc.  R.  R.,  67 

Met.  504,  46  Am.  Dec.  743.  N.  H.  234  (1892),  21  L.  R.  A.'  174; 

27  Braintree,  etc.  Co.  v.  Brain-  Bagley  v.  Reno,  etc.  Co.  (1902), 
tree,  146  Mass.  482.  201  Pa.  St.  78,  56  L,  R.  A.  184. 

28  Wallace  v.  First  Parish,  etc.,  35  Evans  v.  Boston,  etc.  Co.,  157 
109  Mass.  263.  Mass.  37  (1892). 

20  Benbow   v.    Cook,   115   N.   C.  so  Hodge  v.  United  States  Steel 

324,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  454.  Corp.  (N.  J.  1903),  54  Atl.  1. 

soweinburgh  v.  Union,  etc.  Co.,  37  Relley  v.  Campbell  (1901),  134 

55  N.  J.  Eq.  640.  Cal.  175;  Curtin  v.  Salmon  (1900), 

31  Lehigh,  etc.  Co.  v.  Central  130  Cal.  345;  Hill  v.  Rich  Hill,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  35  N.  J.  Bq.  349;  Bassett  Co.  (1893),  119  Mo.  9;  First  Nat. 
V.  Atwater,  65  Conn.  355,  32  L.  R.  Bank  v.  Ashville,  etc.  Co.  (1895), 
A.  575.  116  N.  C.  827;  Bank  of  Little  Rock 

32  County  Court  v.  Baltimore  &  v.  McCarthy  (1892),  55  Ark.  473, 
O.  R.  Co.  (1888),  35  Fed.  Rep.  161.  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  60;  Singer  v.  Salt, 

33  Morrill  v.  Little  Falls  Manuf.  etc.  Co.  (1898),  53  Pac.  1024,  17 
Co,   (1893),  53  Minn.  371,    (1895)  Utah,  143,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  773. 

60  Minn.  405.  /     ss  Bank    of    National    City    v. 

Johnston  (Cal.  1900),  60  Pac.  776. 
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service  by  mail  is  sufficient,  and  its  receipt  is  presumed  on  proof  of 
mailing  the  notice.'"  A  meeting,  whether  general  or  special,  can 
not  transact  unusual  or  extraordinary  business,  unless  notice 
thereof  has  been  given  to  all  the  stockholders.  At  a  special  meeting, 
no  business  can  be  transacted  except  that  named  in  the  notice.*" 
An  opportunity  to  deliberate,  and,  if  possible,  to  convince  their 
fellows,  is  the  right  of  the  minority,  of  which  they  can  not  be  de- 
prived by  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  majority.*^  A.ccordingly,  no- 
tice of  the  time,  place  and  purpose  of  all  special  meetings,  whether 
of  stockholders  or  directors,  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  any 
deliberative  action  taken  thereat.*^  But  in  respect  of  notice,  a 
manifest  distinction  exists  between  the  general  stated  meetings 
of  a  corporation,  and  its  special  meetings.  Stated  meetings  may, 
nevertheless,  be  special,  that  is,  limited  to  particular  business. 
But  stated  meetings  of  a  corporation  are  usually  general,  that 
is,  for  the  transaction  of  all  business  within  the  corporate  powers, 
Unless  the  object  of  such  a  meeting  is  restricted  by  expres.'s  pro- 
vision of  the  by-laws,  it  would  ordinarily  be  understood  to  be 
general ;  and  so  every  corporator  would  be  bound  to  understand  it. 
But  if  the  object  of  the  meeting  be  limited  by  the  by-laws,  it  is 
then  a  special  meeting,  and  no  other  business  can  be  lawfully 
transacted  unless  special  notice  has  been  given.  "Where  the 
meeting  is  stated  and  general,  no  notice  is  required,  either  of  the 
time  or  place  of  holding  the  meeting,  or  of  the  business  to  be 
transacted,"*'  unless  some  statute  of  the  State,  or  the  charter,  or 

39  Stockton,  etc.  Works  v.  Hou-  Nev.  141;    Moore  v.  HammoEfd,   6 

ser    (1895),    109    Cal.    1;    Balfour  Bam.  &  C.  456;  Rex  v.  Langhorn, 

Gutliree,    etc.    Co.    v.    Woodworth  4  Ad.  &  E.  538,  2  Nev.  &  M.  618;  6 

(1899),    124    Cal.    169;     Mills    v.  Nev.  &  M.  203;   Smyth  v.  Darley, 

-Boyle,  etc.  Co.  (1901),  132  Cal.  95.  2  H.  L.  Cas.  789;  Rex  v.  Theodo- 

io  Jones  V.  Concord,  etc.  Ry.  06.,  rick,  8  East,  543;  Rex  v.  Gabonian, 

67  N.  H.  119,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  650;  11  East,  86,  n.,  87,  n.    Cf.  People's 

People's  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v.  West-  Ins.  Co.  v.  Westcott,  14  Gray,  440; 

cott,  14  Gray  (Mass.),  440.  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations, 

*i  Comonwealth  v.  CuUen,  13  Pa.  §  202;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 

St.  133,  33  Am.  Dec.  450.  tions,  §  493.    As  to  the  validity  of 

*2  Parwell  v.   Houghton  Copper  acts  done  at  meetings  not  properly 

Works    (1881),    8    Fed.   Rep.    66;  called,  see  note  in  18  Am.  Dec.  102. 

State  v.   Ferguson,  31  N.  J.  107;  103;  and  note  to  Chase  v.  Tuttle, 

Pike   Co.   v.  Rowland,   94   Pa.   St.  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  69,  70.    But  see 

238;    Kersey   Oil   Co.  v.   Oilcreek,  Edgerly    v.    Emerson,    23    N.    H. 

etc.  R.  Co.,  12  Phila.  374;  Doyle  v.  555,  55  Am.  Dec.  207.     See,  also, 

Mizner,  42  Mich.  332;   Harding  v.  Bank  v.  Flour  Co.,  41  Ohio  St.  552, 

Vandewater,  40  Cal.  77;  D'Arcy  v.  43  Redfield,    J.,    in    Warner    v. 

Tamar,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  Mower    (1839),    11    Vt.    385,    391. 

158;  State  v.  Pettineli  (1875),  10  "Where  the  meeting  is  stated  and 
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by-law  of  the  company,  requires  notice  of  all  meetings  to  be  given.** 
Even  a  requirement  of  the  by-laws,  that  notice  shall  be  given  of 
"all  meetings"  of  the  company,  is  deemed  to  refer  only  to  special 
meetings.*^  But  under  a  statutory  requirement  that  notice  of 
the  "regular  meetings"  shall  be  given,  not  only  must' notice  of  a 
regular  meeting  itself  be  given,  but  also,  in  the  event  of  an  ad- 
journment to  a  subsequent  day,  those  who  were  absent  from  the 
original  meeting  must  be  notified  of  the  place  and  hour  to  which 
it  may  be  adjourned.*^    Even  though  the  date  and  place  of  reg- 


general,  notice  of  the  time  and 
place  of  holding  It,  or  of  the  busi- 
ness to  he  transacted,  is,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  provision  or  regulation 
to  the  contrary,  in  no  case  re- 
quired." State  V.  Bonnell  (1878), 
35  Ohio  St.  10,  15;  People  v. 
Bachelor  (1860),  22  N.  Y.  128; 
Merritt  v.  Farris,  22  111.  303.  Cf. 
Atlantic  Mutual  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Sanders  (1858),  36  N.  H.  252; 
Sampson  v.  Bowdoinham  Steam 
Mill  Co.  (1854),  36  Me.  78;  Moore 
V.  Hammond,  6  Barn.  &  C.  456. 
But  see  King  v.  Atwood,  4  Barn. 
&  Ad.  481;  King  v.  Westwood,  7 
Bing.  1;  King  v.  Bird  (1811),  13 
Bast,  361;  Green  v.  Durham,  1 
Burr.  127;  and  Wiggin  v.  Freewill 
Baptist  Church,  8  Met.  301,  from 
which  it  seems  that  mere  custom 
cannot  take  the  place  of  definite 
notice. 

**£.  g.  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  §  320,  re- 
quiring that  each  director  shall 
have  special  notice  of  the  regular 
meetings  of  the  board,  unless 
provision  is  made  in  the  by-laws 
for  such  meetings.  Thompson  v. 
Williams  (1888),  76  Cal.  153,  9 
Am.  St.  Rep.  187. 

46  Warner  v.  Mower  (1839),  11 
Vt.  385,  393,  where  Redfleld,  J., 
said:  "From  the  nature  and  char- 
acter of  its  provisions  it  could 
have  reference  only  to  special 
meetings.  For  why  should  the 
annual  meeting,  whose  time  and 
place  and  object  were  all  fixed 
by  the  by-laws,  be  notified  in  this 
manner.  It  would  seem  to  be 
purely  a  work  of  supererogation." 


«e  Thompson  v.  Williams  (1888), 
76  Cal.  153,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  187,  a 
case  under  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  §  320, 
relating  to  corporations,  which 
provides  that  "when  no  provision 
is  made  in  the  by-laws  for  regular 
meetings  of  the  directors,  and  the 
mode  of  calling  special  meetings, 
all  meetings  must  be  called  by 
special  notice  in  writing,  to  be 
given  to  .each  director  by  the  sec- 
retary, on  the  order  of  the  presi- 
dent, or,  if  there  be  none,  on  the 
order  of  two  directors."  The  by- 
laws of  the  corporation  contained 
a  provision  for  regular  meetings, 
and  at  such  a  meeting,  certain  di- 
rectors being  absent,  the  board  ad- 
journed until  the  next  day  with- 
out fixing  an  hour;  nor  was  notice 
of  the  adjourned  meeting  given 
the  absent  directors.  In  holding 
that  the  adjourned  meeting  was  a 
special  meeting  and  that  notice 
thereof  should  have  been  given  to 
non-attending  directors  the  court 
said:  "To  hold  that  the  adjourned 
meeting  of  the  9th,  the  hour  of 
which  was  not  fixed  or  declared 
by  the  meeting  on  the  8th  of  Oc- 
tober, was  a  part  of  the  meetiUt^ 
of  the  board  of  the  8th,  and  there- 
fore no  further  notice  of  it  was  re- 
quired, would  be  to  sanction  an 
evasion  of  the  law  in  regard  to 
notice  to  the  directors  of  the  meet- 
ing of  the  board.  An  inspection  of 
the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  the 
8th  would  give  no  information  to 
the  directors  not  attending  that 
meeting  of  the  time  to  which  that 
meeting  had  been  adjourned.     In 
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ular  meetings  be  provided  for  in  the  charter  or  by-laws,  such 
notice  of  the  hour  and  exact  place  of  assembling  must  be  given 
as  will  leave  no  room  for  controversy.*^  Mandatory  provisions  of 
the  charter  respecting  the  time  of  notification  are  not  to  be  ren- 
dered nugatory  by  any  by-law  in  conflict  therewith.**  But  where 
the  provisions  of  a  statute  in  this  respect  are  directory  only,  a 
failure  to  comply  with  them,  if  assented  to  by  the  corporators, 
does  not  vitiate  the  company's  franchise.*"  And  generally  speak- 
ing, the  stockholders  may,  by  attendance  or  acquiescence  in  the 
action  taken  at  a  meeting,  lose  their  right  to  object  on  the  ground 
of  want  of  notice.^"  Thus,  where  stock  of  the  company  had  been 
issued  to  its  president  as  compensation  for  his  services, — and  by 
way  of  payment  for  sums  of  money  advanced  to  it  by  him,  and  all 
the  parties  interested  countenanced  or  ratified  his  dealing  with  the 
stock  as  owner  thereof, — it  was  decided  that  his  title  thereto  could 
not  be  impeached  for  want  of  notice  to  the  directors,  of  the  meet- 


fact  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
hoard  as  a  hoard  ever  did  fix  the 
hour  on  the  9th  at  which  the  ad- 
journed meeting  was  to  be  held; 
and  as  it  does  not  so  appear,  .we 
must,  in  construing  the  facts  as 
found,  hold  that  the  board  on  the 
8th  did  not  fix  the  hour  at  all. 
Under  these  circumstances,  we 
cannot  hold  that  the  meeting  on 
the  9th,  at  which  the  assessment 
was  levied,  was  anything  more 
than  a  special  meeting,  of  the  call- 
ing of  which  the  non-attending  di- 
rectors, Allen  and  Thompson,  had 
no  notice  or  knowledge.  The  as- 
sessment was  therefore  levied 
without  authority  and  was  a 
nullity.  See  San  Buenaventura 
Manuf.  Co.  v.  Vassault,  50  Cal. 
534."  Cf.  Alexander  v.  Simpson 
(Bng.  Ct.  App.  1889),  6  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  497. 

47  San  Buenaventura  Manuf.  Co. 
V.  Vassault  (1875),  50  Cal.  534. 
Cf.  United  States  v.  McKelden,  8 
Fed.  Rep.  778  (1S79),  4  MacA.  318. 

48  United  States  v.  McKelden,  8 
Fed.  Rep.  778  (1879),  4  MacA.  318. 
In  this  case  it  was  held  that 
where "  the  charter  of  a  corpora- 
tion declares  that  two  weeks'  pub- 


lished notice  of  the  annual  meet- 
ing for  the  election  of  managers 
shall  be  given,  managers  elected 
after  a  notice  of  two  days  only,  are 
not  elected  according  to  law;  and 
no  by-law  can  render  nugatory 
the  mandatory  provision  of  the 
charter. 

49  Braintlree  Water-Supply  Co.  v. 
Town  of  Braintree  (1883),  146 
Mass.  482;  construing  Mass.  Pub. 
Stat.,  ch.  105,  §  9. 

50  Bryant  v.  GoodAow,  5  Pick. 
228;  Kenton  Furnace  R.,  etc. 
Manuf.  Co.  v.  McAlpine,  5  Fed. 
Rep.  737;  Richardson  v.  Vermont, 
etc.  R.  Co.  (1872),  44  Vt.  613; 
Jones  V.  Milton,  etc.  Turnpike  Co., 
7  Ind.  547;  Judah  v.  American,  etc. . 
Ins.  Co.  (1853),  4  Ind.  333;  Small- 
combe  v.  Evans,  L.  R.  3  H.  of  L. 
249;  Phosphate  of  Lime  Co.  v. 
Green,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  43;  Turquand 
V.  Marshall,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  376.  But 
see  United  States  v.  McKelden,  8 
Fed.  Rep.  778,  4  MacA.  318;  In  re 
Long  Island  R.  Co.  (1838),  19 
Wend.  37,  32  Am.  Dec.  429.  See 
People  V.  Peck  (1834),  11  Wend. 
604,  27  Am.  Dec.  104;  King  v. 
Theodoric,  8  East,  543. 
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ing  at  which  the  resolution  was  passed  in  accordance  with  which 
the  stock  was  issued.^^  And  where  the  action  of  the  directors, 
at  a  special  meeting,  was  ratified  at  a  subsequent  special  meeting, 
of  which  all  the  directors  had  legal  notice,  and  at  the  next  regular 
meeting,  "the  minutes  of  the  last  two  meetings  were  read  and  ap- 
proved," it  was  considered  immaterial  whether  all  the  directors 
were  legally  notified  of  the  first  special  meeting,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud  or  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  the  officers  or  directors.^- 
An  officer  issuing  the  notice  can  not  take  advantage  of  irregulari- 
ties therein.'^ 

§  666.  (a)  Notice  to  be  unconditional. — ^The  notice  of  cor- 
porate .meetings  must  be  absolute  and  unconditional.  So,  in  an 
English  case  in  point,  notice  of  an  extraordinary  general  meeting 
to  be  held  at  a  given  time  and  place,  on  the  i2th  of  July,  for  the 
purpose  of  passing;  resolutions  for  the  voluntary  liquidation  and 
reconstruction  of  the  company,  concluded  as  follows :  "Should 
such  resolutions  be  duly  passed,  the  same  will  be  submitted  for 
confirmation  as  special  resolutions  to  a  subsequent  extraordinary 
general  meeting  of  the  company,  which  will  be  held  on  the  29th 
of  July  at  the  same  time  and  place."  The  meeting  of  the  12th  of 
July  was  held,  and  the  resolutioris  were  declared  by  the  chairman 
to  be  passed;  and  on  the  15th  of  July  the  company  caused  a  copy 
of  a  financial  newspaper,  containing  a  report  of  the  meeting,  to  be 
sent  to  each  shareholder,  with  a  mark  placed  against  the  report. 
At  the  meeting  of  the  29th  of  July  the  resolutions  were  confirmed. 
A  shareholder  moved  for  an  injunction  restraining  the  directors 
from  carrying  into  effect  the  resolutions,  and  from  transferring 
the  undertaking  to  any  other  company,  on  the  ground,  among 
others,  that  the  notice  for  the  29th  of  July  was  bad,  and  the 
resolutions  were  therefore  invalid ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  notice 
of  the  meeting  of  the  29th  of  July  being  conditional,  was  not 
good,  and  that  an  injunction  should  be  granted."* 

§  667.  (b)  Ser\dce  of  notice.— To  support  the  validity  of  cor- 
porate acts,  each  member  must  be  actually  summoned."    The 

51  Reed  v.  Hayt   (1888),  109  N.  102;  Bucksport,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Buck, 

Y.  659,  4.Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  135, 137;  68  Me.  81. 

Beach  on  Railways,  §  442.  54  Alexander  v.   Simpson    (Eng. 

53  County    Court    v.    Baltimore,  Ch.  App.  1889),  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 

etc.  R.  Co.    (1888),   35  Fed.  Rep.  497. 

161.  oBAngell  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 
ls Schenectady,  etc.  Plank  Road  tions,  §  492;  People  v.  Albany,  etc. 

Co.  V.  Thatcher   (1854),  11  N.  Y.  R.    Cc^t    55    Barb.    344;    Common- 
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manner  of  g'iving  notice  of  corporate  meetings,  is  generally  pro- 
vided in  the  charter  or  by-laws,  but  in  the  absence  of  such  provi- 
sion, it  should  be  regulated  according  to  the  general  law  of  cor- 
porations.'"' This  general  law  is,  that  notice  should  be  personally 
served  upon  the  stockholder  himself ;°'  or,  in  the  case  of  his 
death,  upon  his  executor  or  administrator,'*  at  a  reasonable  time 
before  the  date  of  meeting.'*  An  established  custom,  however, 
of  sending  notice  through  the  mails,  may  render  personal  service 
unnecessary  where  there  is  no  statute,  charter  or  by-law,  requiring 
^it.*"  But  if  the  manner  of  serving  notice  of  corporate  meetings 
be  prescribed  by  statute,  charter  or  by-law,  a  strict  compliance 
with  the  provisions  thereof  must  be  observed^  and  is  necessary  to 


wealth  V.  Cullen,  13  Pa.  St.  133,  53 
Am.  Dec.  450;  Shelby  R.  Co.  v. 
Louisville,  etc.  R.  Co.,  12  Bush, 
62;  McDanlels  v.  Flower  Brook 
Manuf.  Co.  (1850),  22  Vt.  274; 
Jackson,  v.  Hampden,  20  Me.  37; 
Wiggin  v.  Freewill  Baptist 
Church,  8  Mete.  301;  San  Buena- 
ventura Commercial  Co.  v.  Vas- 
sault  (1875),  50  C.al.  534;  Smyth 
V.  Darley,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  789;  Rex  v. 
Langhorn,  4  Ad.  &  E.  538;  Moore 
V.  Hammond,  6  Barn.  &  C.  456. 
Cf.  People  v.  Batchelor  (1860),  22 
N.  Y.  128,  134;  People  v.  Peck,  11 
Wend.  604  (1834),  27  Am.  Dec. 
104;  McDougall  v.  Gardiner,  1  Ch. 
Div.  13;  Shontz  v.  Unangst,  3 
Watts  &  S.  45;  Stebbins  v.  Mer- 
ritt  (1852),  10  Cush.  27;  Cannon 
V.  Trask,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  669.  When 
stock  has  been  pledged,  the  notice 
of  meeting  should  be  served  upon 
the  pledgor  unless  the  pledgee  has 
foreclosed.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co. 
v.  Schuyler  (1860),  38  Barb.  534, 
542;  McDaniels  v.  Flower  Brook 
Manuf.  Co.  (1850),  22  Vt.  274. 

B6/n.  re  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  10 
Wend.  37;  Newling  v.  Francis,  3 
Term  Rep.  189. 

BT  Stevens  v.  Eden  Meeting 
House  Soc.  (1839),  12  Vt.  688; 
Taylor  v.  Griswold,  3  Green,  122, 
27  Am.  Dec.  33;  Tuttle  v.  Michi- 
gan Air  Line  R.  Co.  (1877),  35 
Mich.  247;  Harding  v.  Vandewater, 


^0  Cal.  77;  Savings  Bank  v.  Davis, 
8  Conn.  191;  Stow  v.  Wise,  7  Conn. 
214,  18  Am.  Dec.  99;  Wiggin  v. 
Freewill  Baptist  Church,  8  Mete. 
301.  Of.  Porter  v.  Robinson,  30 
Hun,  209;  Stebbins  v.  Merritt,  10 
Cush.  27  (1852) ;  Rex  v.  Doncaster, 
2  Burr.  738;  Rex  v.  Town  of  Liver- 
pool, 2  Burr.  723. 

58  As  to  effect  of  death  of 
shareholder  upon  the  validity  of 
a  meeting  held  before  the  ap- 
pointment of  his  administrator, 
see  Freeman's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Smith, 
13  Blatchf.  220. 

Bs  In  re  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  19 
Wend.  37  (1838),  32  Am.  Dec. 
429;  Wiggin  v.  Freewill  Baptist 
Church,  8  Mete.  301.  Cf.  Covert  v. 
Rogers,  38  Mich.  368,  2  Am.  Rep. 
706.  As  to  what  constitutes  a  rea- 
sonable time,  see  Shelby  R.  Co.  v. 
Louisville,  etc.  R.  Co.,  12  Bush,  62. 
At  least  fourteen  days'  public  no- 
tice by  advertisement  of  all  meet- 
ings, both  ordinary  or  extraordi- 
nary, is  required  by  8  Vic,  ch.  16, 
§  71. 

60  Thus,  the  Albany  Medical  Col- 
lege created  by  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
1839,  ch.  26,  Is  not  controlled  by 
1  N.  Y.  Rev.  St.  460,  which  applies 
only  to  institutions  for  literary 
instruction.  Accordingly,  in  ab- 
scence  of  any  showing  that  all  the 
members  at  the  board  of  trustees 
'  i  AJb«B|F  Medical  College  did  not 
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the  validity  of  the  business  transacted  at  any  meeting.'"^  The 
presumption,  however,  of  regularity  is  applicable  to  notices 
of  corporate  meetings  ;°^  so  that,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  it  will  be  presumed  that  all  legal  steps  necessary  to  call 
a  meeting,  at  which  a  quorum  attended,  wert  duly  taken."'  And 
a  finding  that  a  meeting  of  directors  of  a  corporation  was  "duly 
and  regularly  convened,"  and  that  an  assessment  made  thereat 
was  "lawfully  and  rightfully"  levied,  includes  a  finding  that  the 
necessary  notice  was  given."*  It  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of 
one,  who  has  attended  a  corporate  meeting,  afterwards  to  objec? 
that  he  was  not  duly  notified  thereof."^     Neither  can  one  who  has 


receive  the  postal  card  mailed  to 
each,  and  notifying  them  of  the 
time  and  place  of  the  meeting  at 
which  S.  was  removed  from  the 
position  of  professor  therein.  It 
was  held,  that  they  would  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  received; 
such  being  for  many  years  the 
custom  of  giving  notice.  People 
V.  Albany  Medical  College,  26 
Hun,  348,  reversing  10  Abb.  N. 
Cas.  122,  62  How.  Pr.  220. 

eiReilly  v.  Oglebay  (1884),  25 
W.  Va.  36;  Warner  v.  Mower,  11 
Vt.  385  (1839);  Stevens  v.  Eden 
Meeting  House  Soc.  (1839),  12  Vt. 
688;  Johnston  v.  Jones  (1872),  23 
N.  J.  Eq.  216;  Shelby  R.  Co.  v. 
Louisville,  etc.  R.  Co.,  12  Bush,  62; 
Swansea  Dock  Co.  v.  Levlen,  20 
L.  J.  Ex.  447.  Cf.  Citizens'  Mut- 
ual, etc.  Co.  V.  Sortwell  (1864),  8 
Allen,  217;  Smith  v.  Law  (1860), 
21  N.  Y.  296. 

62  Sargent  v.  Webster  (1847),  13 
Met.  497,  46  Am.  Dec.  743;  Blanch- 
ard  V.  Dow  (1851),  32  Me.  557; 
Ashtabula,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith 
(1864),  15  Ohio  St.  328;  Porter  v. 
Robinson,  30  Hun,  209;  Medical  & 
Surgical  Soc.  v.  Weatherby,  75  Ala. 
248;  McDaniels  v.  Flower  Brook 
Manuf.  Co.  (1850),  22  Vt.  274. 

63  Sargent  v.  Webster  (1847),  13 
Met.  497,  46  Am.  Dec.  743;  Law  v. 
Brainerd,  30  Conn.  565;  Chouteau 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Holmes  (1878),  68  Mo. 
601,  30  Am.  Rep.  807;  Wells  v. 
Rahway  White  Rubber  Co.,  19  N. 


J.  Eq.  402;  Insurance  Co.  v. 
Holmes,  68  Mo.  601;  McDaniels  v. 
Flower  Brook  Manuf.  Co.  (1850), 
22  Vt.  274;  Chamberlain  v.  Paines- 
ville,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1864),  15  Ohio 
St.  225;  Leavitt  v.  Oxford,  etc. 
Mining  Co.,  3  Utah,  265.  Cf. 
Stowe  V.  Wyse,  7  Conn.  214,  18 
Am.  Dec.  99,  annotated;  Pitts  v. 
Temple,  2  Mass,  538;  Copp  v. 
Lamb  (1835),  12  Me.  312.  But  it 
is  held  in  Kentucky  that  as  the 
Kentucky  Act  of  April  12,  1888, 
providing  for  an  election  of  turn- 
pike road  officers  on  the  first  Tues- 
day in  May  following,  not  having 
fixed  a  place  for  holding  the  elec- 
tion, no  presumption  arises  of  no- 
tice to  the  stockholders.  Cassell 
V.  Lexington,  H.  &  P.  Turnpike 
Road  Co.  (Ky.  1888),  9  S.  W.  Rep. 
701,  not  officially  reported. 

64  Younglove  v.  Steinman,  80 
Cal.  375  (1889). 

66  Kenton  Furnace  R.  &  Manuf. 
Co.  V.  McAlpin,  5  Fed.  kep.  737; 
Stebblns  v.  Merrltt  (1851),  10 
Cush.  27;  Ex  parte  Faris,  L.  J. 
Ch.  369;  King  v.  Chetwynd,  1 
Barn.  &  C.  695.  "The  object  of  the 
notice  is  that  the  voters  may  be 
fully  apprised  of  the  election  and 
may  attend  and  exercise  their 
rights.  There  is  no  pretence  in 
this  case  that  every  voter  was  not 
present,  for  they  appear  to  have 
come  from  a  distance,  the  time 
was  well  understood,  and  had 
been  the  same  for  many  years,  no 
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not  suffered,  by  the  omission  avail  himself  of  a  neglect  to  give, 
notice  to  any  other  member.'' 

.  §  668.  (c)  Notice  to  directors  absent  from  the  State. — If  a 
stockholder  be  absent  from  his  usual  place  of  residence  or  busi- 
ness, notice  should  be  left  there,''  with  some  member  of  his  fam- 
ily.'* As  a  general  rule,  every  director  who  is  within  reach, 
ought  to  have  notice  sent  to  him  of  every  board  meeting ;  and 
mere  absence  from  the  country  can  not  be  said  to  be  in  all  cases 
an  excuse  for  failing  to  notify  the  absent  director.'^  But,  in  an 
English  case,  which  was  an  action  by  the  official  liquidator 
of  the  plaintiff  company,  in  its  name,  asking  for  a  declaration 
that  an  indenture,  which  was  a  conveyance  to  the  defendants  of 
certain  property  of  the  company  upon  trusts  for  securing  the 
payment  of  debentures  issued  by  it,  was  invalid,  and  to  have  it 
set'  aside  on  the  ground  that  no  properly  constituted  board  of 
directors  had  been  convened  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  it  was  held  not  to  be  in  all  cases  essential 
that  absent  directors  should  be  notified.'"  In  the  case  above  cited, 
it  appeared  that  the  articles  of  association  of  the  company  pro- 
vided that  the  number  of  the  directors  should" not. be  less  than 
three;  that  the  continuing  directors  might  act,  notwithstanding 
any  vacancies  in  their  body,  as  long  as  there  remained  three  direc- 
tors qualified  to  act ;  that  the  office  of  a  director  should  be  vacated 
if  he  should  absent  himself  from  the  meetings  of  the  board  during 
three  calendar  months  without  special  leave  of  absence  from  the 
directors.  Of  the  four  directors  of  the  company,  two  were  absent 
at  the  same  time.     One  of  them  was  resident  in  Nova  Scotia,  and 

evil  resulted  from  the  omission  If  102;  In  re  Mohawk  &  Hudson  R. 

there  was  any,  no  fraud  was  im-  Co.  (1838),  19  Wend.  135. 

puted,    and    all    parties    attended  st  Jackson  v.  Hampden,  20  Me. 

and  thereby  admitted  notice."  Peo-  37. 

pie  V.  Peck  (1834),  11  Wend.  604,  es  Leaving  a  written  or  even  a 

27  Am.  Dec.  104;  Jones  v.  Milton,  verbal  notice  with  a   member  of 

etc.  Turnpike  Co.,  7  Ind.  547;   In  the  stockholder's  family  has  been 

re  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  of  held  sufficient  in  Williams  v.  Ger- 

1856,  3  Kay  &  J.  408;  Williams  v.  man  Mutual  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  68  111. 

Financial   Corporation,   L.   R.   16 .  387.     But   see    Stevens   v.    Eden 

Eq.  363,  375.     Cf.  San  Buenaven-  Meeting  House  Soc,  12  Vt.  688. 

tura,  etc.  Co.  v.  Vassault  (1875),  69  Halifax  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v. 

50  CaL  534;   In  re  British  Sugar  Francklyn   (Ch.  Div.  1890),  8  Ry. 

Refining  Co.,  3  Kay  &  J.  408;  State  &  Corp.  L.  J.  91. 

V.  Pettineli  (1875),  10  Nev.  141.  to  Halifax  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v. 

66  Schenectady,    etc.    Plankroad  Francklyn  (Ch.  Diy.  1890),  8  Ry. 

Co.  V.  Thatcher   (1854),  11  N.  T.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  91. 
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was  appointed  a  director  to  secure  his  influence  there,  and  was 
charged  with  duties  for  the  performance  of  which  residence  there 
was  essential.  The  other  was  travehng  abroad,  and  it  was  not 
known  where  he  was.  And  it  was  held  as  above  stated  that  during 
their  absence  it  was  not  essential  for  the  validity  of  every  board 
meeting,  that  notice  thereof  should  be  sent  to  them,  and  the  other 
two  directors  were  entitled  to  act  as  a  board  to  bind  the  company. 
Without  going  into  the  distinction  between  ordinary  and  extra- 
ordinary business,  the  court  intimated  that  had  the  business  of 
the  meeting  been  of  the  latter  character,  notice  would  be  essential 
wherever  the  directors  might  be.''^  In  a  well  considered  American 
case  in  point,  notice  of  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors,  at 
which  an  assignment  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  was 


Ti  "I  decline  to  enter  into  the 
question  of  ordinary  and  extraor- 
dinary business,  a  distinction 
which  does  not  exist  in  the  arti- 
cles themselves;  it  seems  to  me 
involved  and  difiScult.  As  far  as 
I  can  judge  this  is  a  piece  of 
business  which  might  be  fairly 
considered  by  the  directors,  and 
ought  to  be  treated  by  the  court 
as  falling  within  the  category  of 
ordinary  businessi.  The  directors 
were  not  exercising  any  extraor- 
dinary powers,  sucli  as  powers  of 
borrowing  and  so  forth;  what 
they  were  asked  to  do  by  the  de- 
benture holders,  and  what  it 
seems  to  me  as  honest  men  they 
were  bound  to  do,  was  to  perfect 
the  security  which  had  been  al- 
ready given,  which  was  assumed 
to  be  valid,  and  which  was  found 
to  be,  or  might  be,  defective  by 
reason  of  non-regisitratlon.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  this  might 
be  treated  even  in  that  respect  as 
ordinary  business.  I  am  of  opin. 
ion  that  in  each  poimt  of  view, 
there  was  no  necessity  to  go 
through  the  form  of  giving  Mr. 
Dustan  notice  of  a  meeting  which 
it  was  perfectly  well  known  he 
would  not  attend.  He  never  gave 
any  intimation  of  his  intention  to 
come  to  England,  and  he  never  did 
in  point  of  fact  come  to  England; 


if  he  had,  a  totally  different  set  of 
circumstances  would  have  arisen, 
and  it  would  have  been  certainly 
proper,  and  I  think  also  neces- 
sary, that  he  should  have  been 
summoned  to  attend  directors' 
meetings.  So  much  as  regards  Mr. 
Dustan.  The  other  director  is  Mr. 
Ryder.  The  evidence  is  that  he 
was  out  of  the  country  and  in 
America,  that  he  was  traveling 
about,  and  it  was  not  known 
where  he  was.  It  was  almost  im- 
possible to  give  him  notice  of  the 
meeting,  and,  therefore,  it  seems 
to  me,  on  the  ground  that  the 
business  of  the  company  cannot 
be  stopped  by  a  director  choosing 
to  go  away  to  America,  or  travel- 
ing about,  that  notice  to  him  was 
unnecessary.  I  come  to  the  con- 
clusion, under  these  circum- 
stances, that  the  two  directors 
were  entitled  to  act  as  a  board  to 
bind  the  company  during  the  ab- 
sence of  Mr.  Ryder,  and  during 
the  absence  of  Mr.  Dustan  in  Can- 
ada performing  the  duties  with 
which  he  was  charged.  It  seems 
to  me,  on  these  grounds,  that  the 
action  fails  and  that  it  must  be 
dismissed  with  the  usual  conse- 
quences." Halifax  Sugar  Refining 
Co.  v.  Francklyn  (Ch.  Div.  1890), 
8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  91,  93. 
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sent  by  telegram  to  all  the  directors  at  their  respective  residences. 
Two  of  them,  by  reason  of  being  absent  from  the  State,  did  not 
receive  the  notification.  A  sufficient  number,  however,  received 
notice  and  attended  the  meeting,  to  constitute  a  quorum ;  and  under 
the  circumstances  the  court  declared  that  "it  would  seem  unreason- 
able to  hold  that  a  majority  of  the  whole  number,. being  present, 
could  not  do  a  legal  act  binding  the  corporation.  The  exigency 
demanded  immediate  action  to  save  the  property  and  to  save  ex- 
pense. It  is  easy  to  see  how  disastrous  might  be  the  consequences 
were  we  to  adopt  the  principle  contended  for  by  the  defendants. 
The  situation  of  the  absent  directors  might  be  much  more  remote 
and  inaccessible  than  in  the  present  case,  requiring  several  months 
to  reach  them  by  actual  notice.  Must  the  corporation  remain 
paralyzed  all  this  time  without  ability  to  protect  itself?"'^  The 
suggestion  was  made  in  the  argument  of  the  case  above  cited, 
that  the  absence  of  the  two  directors  might  have  been  treated  as 
a  vacancy,  which  the  other  directors  were  empowered  by  law  to 
fill.  If,  however,  the  office  was  vacant  as  to  the  two  absent  di- 
rectors, then  surely  the  remaining  directors  could  lawfully  rep- 
resent the  corporation,  for  there  is  no  general  law  or  principle  re- 
quiring vacancies  to  be  filled,  before  the  remaining  directors  can 
act  in  the  business  of  the  corporation,  provided,  of  course,  the 
number  left  is  sufficient  to  constitute  a  legal  quorum.'^ 

§  669.  (d)  Requisites  of  the  notice. — The  notice  of  a  corporate 
meeting  should  specify  the  place  and  time  at  which  it  is  to  be 
held.  The  time  should  be  definitely  stated  to  be  on  a  certain  day 
at  a  certain  hour.^*  This  is  ordinarily  all  that  is  required,  and 
when  only  the  usual  course  of  business  is  to  be  carried  out,  no 
notice  of  the  questions  to  be  considered  need  be  given ;'''  but 
when  the  purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to  consider  some  matter  out- 

72  Chase  v.  Tuttle,  55  Conn.  455  ing  that  day  at  which  the  meet- 
■(1887),  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  64.  ing  is  to  be  held." 

73  Chase  V.  Tuttle,  55  Conn.  455  75  Warner  v.  Mower  (1839),  11 
(1887),  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  64.  Vt.  385,  391,  394;  Sampson  v.  Bow- 

74  San  Buenaventura  Commer-  doinham  Steam  Mill  Co.,  36  Me. 
•cial  Min.  &  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Vassault  78    (1854);    People's    Ins.    Co.    v. 

(1875),  50  Cal.  534,  537,  where  the  Westcott,   14   Gray,  440;    Wills  v. 

-court  said:   "Conceding  that  this  Murray,    4    Ex.    843;    People    v. 

by-law  is  notice  per  se  that  the  Batchelor   (1860),  22  N.  Y.  128; 

anhual  meeting  will  be  held  on  South  School   District  v.  Blakes- 

the    third    Monday    in    April    of  lee  (1839),  13  Conn.  228;   Merritt 

•each  year,  it  is  insufficient  as  a  v.  Farris,  22  111.  303. 
notice  of  the  point  of  time  dur- 
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side  of  the  usual  routine  of  business,  the  notice  should  set  forth 
the  nature  of  the  business  to  be  transacted."  It  is  not  necessary, 
however,  that  a  notification  should  be  drawn  up  with  all  the  form- 
ality of  a  special  plea.  All  that  is  required  is,  that  it  should  be 
so  expressed  as  that  the  members  may  fairly  understand  the  pur- 
pose for  which  they  are  to  be  convened.'^  The  notice  need  not 
announce  the  business  to  come  before  the  rneeting,  where  the 
meeting  is  prescribed  by  charter,  or  where  it  is  required  by  charter, 
statute,  or  by-law,  and  is  the  only  business  to  be  transacted  at  the 
meeting.  At  the  annual  meeting  of  stockholders,  the  number 
of  directors  can  not  be  increased,  or  the  capital  stock  increased,  or 
any  specific  restriction  adopted  as  to  any  particular  business.''* 

§  670.  Stockholders'  meetings. — In  respect  of  the  place  of 
holding  corporate  meetings,  a  distinction  is  drawn  between  those 
of  the  members  composing  the  corporate  body  itself,  and  meet- 
ings of  their  managing  or  directing  boards.  It  is  well  settled 
that  the  former  may  not  be  held  beyond  the  borders  of  the  State 
from  which  the  charter  is  derived ;  while  there  seems  to  be  no 
doubt  that  the  latter  may  meet  and  transact  such  business  as  has 
been  committed  to  their  direction,  wheresoever  may  be  most  con- 
's Atlantic  Delaine  Co.  v.  Mason  larly  called,  and  the  mortgage 
(1858),  5  R.  I.  463;  Shelby  R.  Co.      valid. 

V.  Louisville,  etc.  R.  Co.,  12  Bush,  ^^  South      School      District     v. 

62;  Tuttlev.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  Co.,  Blaktslee  (1839),  13  Conn.  228, 
35  Mich.  247;  Merritt  v.  Farris,  22  234,  where  the  following  notice 
111.  303;  In  re  Silkstone  Fall  Col-  was  held  sufficient:  "Notice  is 
liery  Co.,  1  Ch.  Div.  38;  In  re  hereby  given  to  the  legal  voters 
Bridport  Old  Brewery  Co.,  L.  R.  2  in  the  South  School  District  in 
Ch.  191;  ZabrinskI  v.  Cleveland,  Northfo.vd,  that  there  will  be  a 
etc.  R.  Co.,  23  How.  381;  Savings  school  meeting  at  the  dwelling 
Bank  v.  Davis,  8  Conn.  192;  As-  house  of  Samuel  Bartholomew, 
bury  Ry.  etc.  Co.  v.  Riche,  L.  R.  Thursday,  August  24th,  1837,  at  6 
7  H.  L.  653;  Hutton  v.  West  Cork  o'clock,  P.  M.,  to  decide  whether 
Ry.  Co.,  23  Ch.  DIv.  654;  King  v.  they  will  direct  a  suit  to  be  com- 
Hill,  4  Barn.  &  C.  426.  Cf.  Wills  meneed  for  the  damage  lately 
V.  Murray,  4  Ex.  843.  But  see  done  to  the  school-house  and  fur- 
Granger  V.'  Original  Empire  Mill,  nlture,  and  to  appoint  agents  for 
etc  Co.  (1882),  59  Cal.  678,  where  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  suit, 
a  mortgage  was  executed  under  a  if  necessary.  Northford,  August 
resolution    passed    at    a    special      18th,  1837." 

meeting    of    the    directors.      The  TsBagley  v.  Reno,  etc.  Co.,  201 

resolution  recited  that  written  no-  Pa.  St.  78  (1902),  56  L.  R.  A.  184; 
tices  of  the  meeting  had  been  Jones  v.  Concord,  etc.  Co.  (1892), 
served  on  each  director.  The  pur-  67  N.  H.  234,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  650; 
pose  of  the  meeting  was  not  sped-  Mutual,  etc.  Co.  v.  Farquhar,  86 
fled  in  the  notices;  but  It  was  Md.  668  (1898). 
held  that  the  meeting  was  regu- 
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venient.  In  support  of  the  proposition  that  the  members  or  sttxk- 
holders  can  not  hold  a  valid  meeting  except  in  the  State  from 
which  they  derive  their  corporate  existence,  it  is  said  that  where 
corporations  are  created  by  State  legislatures  without  specifying 
a  locality  in  their  charters,  they  are  regarded  as,  by  implication  of 
law,  local  to  the  State  in  which  they  are  created,  and  must  have 
their  business  locations  therein  ;^°  that,  accordingly,  all  votes  and 
proceedings  of  persons  professing  to  act  in  the  capacity  of  cor- 
porators, if  assembled  beyond  the  sovereignty  granting  the  char- 
ter, are  wholly  void.'"     The  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,"  is  a  lead- 


79  Aspinwall  v.  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co. 
(1863),  20  Ind.  492,  83  Am.  Dec. 
329.  The  case  of  Wright  v.  Bundy, 
11  Ind.  398,  accord's  with  Aspin- 
wall V.  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1863),  20 
Ind.  492,  in  principle.  The  differ- 
once  is  in  the  facts.  In  the  former 
the  stockholders  constituted  the 
corporation,  the  directors  being 
hut  its  agents.  In  the  latter  the 
directors  were  constituted  the  cor- 
poration by  the  charter. 

80  Miller  v.  Ewer,  27  Me.  509. 
This  case  was  a  writ  of  entry  to 
recover  a  tract  of  land  In  the 
state  of  Maine  and  the  demand- 
ants claimed  title  through  a  mort- 
gage thereof  executed  by  the  pres- 
ident and  secretary  of  the  Bluehill 
Granite  Company,  a  corporation 
chartered  by  that  state  in  1836. 
It  appeared  in  proof  that  shortly 
after  the  date  of  the  charter  a 
meeting  of  the  corporators  for  or- 
ganization under  it  was  called  and 
held  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
that  the  charter  was  there  ac- 
cepted, and  the  officers  of  the  cor- 
poration, president,  secretary  and 
directors,  were  chosen;  that  at  a 
meeting  of  the  directors  held  in 
the  same  city  in  April,  1837,  the 
president  and  secretary  were  au- 
thorized by  vote  to  execute  the 
mortgage  in  question,  which  they 
accordingly  did;  and  there  was  no 
proof  that  any  meeting  for  the  or- 
ganization of  the  company  or  for 
the  choice  of  its  officers  had  ever 


been  held  in  the  state  of  Maine. 
The  court  upon  this  proof  held 
that  the  mortgage  passed  no  title 
because  the  directors  who  ordered 
its  execution,  were  not  lawfully 
chosen.  Wood  Hydraulic  Co.  v. 
King  (1872),  45  Ga.  35;  Hilles  v. 
Parrish  (1862),  14  N.  J.  Eq.  380; 
Aspinwall  v.  Ohio,  etc.  R.  Co.,  20 
Ind.  492,  497  (1863),  83  Am.  Dec. 
329;  Freeman  v.  Machias  Water 
Power,  etc.  Co.  (1854),  38  Me.  343; 
Ormsby  v.  Vermont  Copper,  etc. 
Co.  (1874),  56  N.  Y.  623;  Merrick 
v.  Brainard  (1860),  38  Barb.  574; 
La  Payette  Ins.  Co.  v.  French,  18 
How.  404;  Smith  v.  Silver  Valley, 
etc.  Co.,  64  Md.  85,  10  Am.  &  Eng. 
Corp.  Cas.  1,  54  Am.  Rep.  760; 
Miller  v.  Ewer,  27  Me.  509,  46  Am. 
Dec.  619;  Franco-Texan  Land  Co. 
v.  Laigle  (1883),  59  Tex.  339, 
where  the  charter  of  a  Texas  cor- 
poration purported  to  authorize  it 
to  transact  business  at  Paris, 
Prance,  and  it  was  held,  that  the 
corporation  could  not  hold  stock- 
holders' meetings  outside  of 
Texas;  that  directors  elected  at  a 
meeting  held  at  Paris  were  not 
directors  even  de  facto,  and  that 
their  acts  were  a  nullity;  Pamum 
V.  Blackstone,  etc.  Corporation,  1 
Sumn.  46;  Day  v.  Newark,  etc. 
Manuf.  Co.,  1  Blatchf.  628;  Plimp- 
ton V.  Bigelow  (1883),  93  N.  Y. 
592,  598;  Stevens  v.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.,  41  N.  Y.  149;  Merrick  v.  Van 
Santvoord    (1866),   34   N.   Y.   208, 


81 13  Pet.  519,  588. 
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ing  case  in  point;  and  it  was  there  said  by  Chief  Justice  Taney, 
that  a  corporation  "must  dwell  in  the  place  of  its  creation,  and 
can  not  migrate  to  another  sovereignty ;"  but  that  its  residence  in 
one  State  creates  no  insuperable  objection  "to  its  power  of  con- 
tracting" in  another;  nor  does  it  make  any  difference  as  to  the 
operation  of  this  rule,  that  the  corporators  named  in  the  charter 
are  empowered  by  it  to  manage  the  affairs  of  the  corporation  and 
to  exercise  all  rights  therein  granted  "as  directors,"  until  others 
shall  be  elected.^^  The  two  capacities,  of  corporators  and  direc- 
tors, are  distinct,  and  they  can  not  do  in  the  latter  capacity  those 
acts  which  the  law  requires  them  to  do  in  the  former.^'  Subse- 
quent ratification,  however,  at  a  meeting  properly  held,  may  suffice 
to  impart  validity  to  former  irregular  proceedings.**  And  the 
legislature,  having  power  to  authorize  a  meeting  to  be  held  out  of 
the  State,  may  cure  the  irregularity  of  one  there  held,  without 
authority  first  obtained,  by  the  subsequent  passage  of  an  act  which 
recognizes  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting  as  valid.*" 

§  671.  (a)  Must  be  within  the  State  creating  the  corpora- 
tion.— The  place  of  meeting  of  stockholders  must  be  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  State  which  created  the  corporation,*"  but 
this  requirement  does  not  preclude  the  corporation  from  transact- 
ing business  and  contracting  beyond  the  State.  Upon  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  acts  and  proceedings  of  a  stockholders'  meet- 
ing held  out  of  the  State  are  void,  or  are  merely  voidable,  there 

218;     Reichwald    v.     Commercial  as  Graham  v.  Boston,  etc.  R.  Co. 

Hotel  Co.  (1883),  106  111.  439.    In  (1886),  118  U.  S.  161,  178,  14  Fed. 

England  it  has  been  enacted  that  Rep.  753.    Upon  the  general  ques- 

all  meetings,  whether  ordinary  or  tion  of  legislative  sanction  of  ir- 

extraordinary,  shall  be  held  in  the  regular  corporate  acts,  see  the  fol- 

place  prescribed  in  the  charter,  if  lowing     cases,     which     relate    to 

any,  and  if  no  place  be  prescribed,  irregular  municipal  elections:  Aiv- 

then  at  some  place  to  be  appointed  derson  v.  Santa  Anna    (1885),  16 

by  the  directors.     8  Vic,   ch.  16,  U.  S.  356,  359;   St.  Joseph  Town- 

§  66.  ship    V.    Rogers',    16    Wall.    644; 

83  Smith  V.  Silver  Valley  Min-  Grenada  Co.  V.  Brogden  (1884), 
ing  Co.  (1885),  64  Md.  85,  54  Am.  112  U.  S.  261;  Keithsburg  v.  Frick, 
Rep.   760.  38  111.  405;  Cogwill  v.  Long,  15  111. 

S3  Smith  V.  Silver  Valley  Mining  202;    Howe  v.  Freeman,  14  Gray, 

Co.  (1885),  64  Md.  85,  54  Am.  Rep.  566;    Shaw  v.   Norfolk  R.   Co.,   5 

760,  20  Atl.  1032.  Gray,  162. 

84  Freeman  v.  Machias  Water  sa  Jones  v.  Pearl  Min.  Co. 
Power  &  Mill  Co.  (1854),  38  Me.  (1894),  20  Colo.  417.  38  Pac.  Rep. 
343,  346;  Ohio,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc-  700;  Harding  v.  American,  etc. 
Pherson  (1864),  35  Mo.  13,  86  Am.  Co.  (1899),  182  111.  551,  74  Am.  St. 
Dec.  128.  Rep.  189. 
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is  difference  of  opinion  in  the  courts.  By  some  courts  such  pro- 
ceedings, held  out  of  the  State,  are  declared  to  be  entirely  void, 
and  the  stockholders  to  be  liable  as  partners."  But  the  weight  of 
opinion  is,  that  acts  and  contracts  of  stockholders,  at  their  meet- 
ings held  out  of  the  State,  are  not  void  but  only  voidable.'^  The 
corporation  is  estopped  to  deny  the  validity  of  acts  done  outside 
the  State,*^  and  stockholders,  participating  in  such  meetings,  are 
estopped.'"  A  corporate  meeting  may  be  held  at  any  convenient 
place  within  the  State.'^  It  is  a  nullity,  as  to  any  absent  dissent- 
ing stockholder,  if  the  meeting  is  held  at  a  place  other  than  that 
named  in  the  notice."^ 

Meetings  held  without  the  State. — li  there  is  a  legislative  re- 
quirement that  all  corporate  meetings  shall  be  held  within  the 
State,  a  meeting  held  without  the  State  is  a  nullity,  as  to  any 
non-participating  and  dissenting  stockholder."^  In  the  absence 
of  any  such  requirement,  a  stockholders'  meeting,  held  without  the 
State,  is  binding  upon  those  who  participated  therein,  or  assented 
thereto.'* 

Presumption. — In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  the 
presumption  will  be,  that  the  meeting  was  held  at  the  place  pro- 
vided by  the  charter  or  by-laws.'* 

§  672.  (b)  First  meeting  under  special  charter. — Whatever 
doubt  there  may  be  as  to  the  legality  of  stockholders'  meetings 
beyond  the  State  after  the  company  has  been  duly  organized, 
there  is  none  as  to  the  insufficiency  of  votes  and  elections  given 
and  held  without  thS  State  for  the  purpose  of  accepting  the  char- 
ter and  electing  the  first  officers  and  board  of  directors.'^  But  a 
subscriber  to  the  stock  of  a  corporation  thus  illegally  organized, 

87-Welcli  V.   Old  Dominion,   etc.  oo  Stutz  v.  Handley   (1890),  118 
Ry.    (1890),   10  N.  Y.   Supp.  174;  Fed.   Rep.   531;    Heath   v.   Silver- 
Duke  V.  Taylor  (1896),  37  Fla.  64,  thorn,  etc.  Co..  39  Wis.  146. 
53  Am.  St.  Rep.  332;  Craig  Silver  91  Commonwealth   v.    Smith    45 
Co.    v.    Smith    (1895),    163    Mass,  Pa.  St.  59. 

262;  Hodgson  v.  Duluth,  etc.  R.  R.  92  American,  etc.  Society  v.  Pil- 

(1891),  46  Minn.  454;   Harding  v.  ling,   24   N.  J.   Law,   653. 

American,  etc.  Co.  (1890),  182  HI.  oa  Hodgson  v.   Duluth,   etc.   Co., 

551,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  189.  46  Minn.  454. 

88  Handley  v.  Stutz  (1891),  139  04  Ohio  &  M.  Ry.  Co.  v.  McPter- 
U.  S.  417;  Stutz  v.  Handley  son,  35  Mo.  13,  86  Am.  Dec.  128; 
(1890),  41  Fed.  Rep.  531;  Wight  Missouri,  etc.  Co.,  114  Mo.  218,  36 
V.  Lee  (1892),  2  S.  D.  596.  Am.  St.  Rep.  746. 

89  Graham  v.  Boston,  etc.  R.  R.  95  Matthews  v.  Columbia  Nat. 
(1886),  118  U.  S.  161.  Bank,  79  Fed.  Rep.  558. 

98  In  Smith  v.  Silver  Valley  Min- 
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who  has  given  his  note  for  the  amount  subscribed,  may,  by  his 
acts,  be  estopped  from  denying  the  legal  existence  of  the  corpora- 
tion, when  sued  by  a  bona  Me  endorsee  for  value  before  maturity." 
For,  it  is  said,  if  he  did  it  with  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the 
company,  of  which  he  thus  became  a  member,  was  in  point  of 
fact  a  mere  cheat,  and  a  fraud  upon  the  public,  he  should  not  be 
permitted  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong.*'  After  the  first 
meeting,  and  subscription  and  organization,  the  incorporators 
have  no  further  powers,  and  may  be  enjoined  from  attempting  to 
exercise  any  power.*' 

§  673"  (c)  Place  of  meeting  of  consolidated  companies. — 
That  a  meeting  in  one  of  several  States  of  the  stockholders  of 
a  corporation  chartered  by  all  of  those  States,  is  valid  in  respect 
to  the  property  of  the  corporation  in  all  of  them,  without  the 
necessity  of  a  repetition  of  the  meeting  in  any  other  of  those 
States,  is  declared  by  the  federal  Supreme  Court  to  be  a  sound 
proposition.^ 

§  674.  (d)  Place  of  meeting  of  interstate  corporations. — 
Corporations  created' under  laws  of  different  States,  and  consol- 
idated, or  corporations  of  one  State  also  incorporated  in  another, 
may  hold  a  valid  corporate  meeting  in  either  State.^  Thus,  the 
Boston,  Hartford  &  Erie  Railroad  Company,  though  made  up  of 
distinct  corporations,  chartered  by  the  legislatures  of  different 

ing  Company  (1885),  64  Md.  85,  v.  Bast  Windsor,  etc.  Ry.  (1901), 
54  Am.  Rep.  760,  a  charter  was  73  Conn.  513. 
granted  to  a  corporation  by  the  1  Graham  v.  Boston,  H.  &  E.  R. 
legislature  of  North  Carolina.  The  Co.  (1886),  118  TJ.  S.  161,  168,  169, 
corporators  held  their  first  meet-  where  Mr.  Justice  Blatchford,  de- 
ing  in  Baltimore,  Maryland,  there  livering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
accepting  the  charter;  and  it  was  continued:  "Whether  it  be  or  be 
decided  that  this  acceptance  was  not  true  that  proceedings  of  per- 
invalid  and  that  the  corporation  sons  professing  to  act  as  corpora- 
had  no  legal  existence.  Freeman  tors,  when  assenibled  without  the 
V.  Machias  Water  Power,  etc.  Co.  bounds  of  the  sovereignty  grant- 
(1854),  38  Me.  343.  But  see  ing  the  charter,  are  void  (Miller 
Hearth  v.  Silverthom  Lead.  etc.  v.  Ewer,  27  Me.  509),  there  is  no 
Co.  (1875),  39  Wis.  146,  as  to  es-  principle  which  requires  that  the 
toppel  of  the  corporation  to  deny  corporators  of  this  consolidated 
extra-territorial  acts,  to  the  injury  corporation  should  meet  in  more 
of  third  parties.  than  one  of  the  states  in  which 

»T  Camp  V.  Byrne  (1867),  41  Mo.  it  has  a  domicile,  in  order  to  the 

525.  validity  of  a  corporate  act."     See 

»8  Camp  V.  Byrne  (1867),  41  Mo.  also  Covington,  etc.  Bridge  Co.  v. 

525.  Mayer   (1877),  31  Ohio  St.  317. 

03  Union    Water    Co.    v.    Kean  2  Graham  v.  Boston,  etc.  Co.  118 

(1893),  52  N.  J.  Eq.  Ill;  Simonds  U.  S.  161. 
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States,  had  a  capital  stock  which  was  a  unit,  and  only  one  set  of 
shareholders,  who  had  an  interest,  by  virtue  of  their  ownership 
of  shares  of  that  stock,  in  all  its  property  everywhere.  In  its  or- 
ganization and  action,  and  the  practical  management  of  its  prop- 
erty, it  was  one  corporation,  haying  one  board  of  directors,  though 
in  its  relations  to  any  State,  it  was  a  separate  corporation,  gov- 
erned by  the  laws  of  that  State  as  to  its  property  therein.  It, 
therefore,  had  a  domicile  in  each  State,  and  the  corporators  or 
shareholders  could,  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory  provision  to 
the  contrary,  hold  meetings  and  transact  corporate  business  in 
any  one  State,  so  as  to  bind  the  corporation  in  resi>ect  to  its 
property  everywhere/  There  is  a  case,  however,  apparently  to 
the  contrary,  where,  in  respect  to  a  company  incorporated  both  in 
Ohio  and  Indiana,  it  was  said:  "The  authority  given  by  the 
legislature  of  Indiana  to  the  corporation  created  by  that  body,  to 
own  and  manage  property  in  Ohio,  did  not  include  in  it  the 
authority  to  the  corporation  to  change  its  domicile  to  that  State." 
The  authority  given  to  the  Indiana  corporation,  by  the  legislature 
of  Ohio,  to  act  in  that  State,  did  not  confer  upon  it,  in  the  absence 
of  authority  from  Indiana,  the  right  to  migrate  to  that  State  as  an 
Indiana  corporation.*  Meetings  of  stockholders  of  interstate 
corporations  may  be  held  in  either  State,  and  without  necessity 
of  repeating  meetings  in  all  of  the  States  in  which  they  are  in- 
corporated.^ 

§  675.  Directors'  meetings.  Place  of  holding. — Proceed- 
ings of  a  directors'  meetings  held  outside  the  boundaries  of  the 
State  wherein  incorporated,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  prohibi- 
tion, are  binding  upon  all  those  participating,  as  also  upon  thbse 

-3  Mr.  Justice  Blatchford  in  Anderson  v.  Santa  Anna  (1885), 
Graham  v.  Boston,  H.  &  E.  R.  Co.  116  U.  S.  356;  Shaw  v.  Norfolk  R. 
fl886),  118  V.  S.  161,  169,  170,  cit-  Co.,  5  Gray,  162;  Howe  v.  Free- 
ing Bridge  Co.  v.  Mayer  (1877),  man,  14  Gray,  566.  Cf.  Culbertson 
31  Ohio  St.  317,  and  Pierce  on  v.  Wabash  Navigation  Co.,  4  Mc- 
Railroads,  20.  "The  irregularity.  Lean,  544;  Richardson  v.  Ver- 
if  any,  was  one  which  the  leglsla-  mont,  etc.  R.  Co.,  44  Vt.  613.  Con- 
tures  of  the  four  states  could  rec-  tra,  Asplnwall  v.  Ohio,  etc.  R.  Co. 
tlfy,  as  they  did,  because  all  of  (1863),  20  Ind.  492,  83  Am.  Dec. 
them,  acting  together  for  the  one  329. 

purpose,  could  have  authorized  in  *Aspinwall  v.  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co. 

advance  the  holding  of  the  meet-  (1863),  20  Ind.  492,  83  Am.  Dec. 

Ing   at    New   York."     Graham   v.  329. 

Boston,  H.  &  B.  R.  Co.  (1886),  118  5  Graham  v.   Boston,  etc.  R.  R. 

U.  S.  161,  170,  citing  Grenada  Co,  (1886),  118  U.  S.  161.     See 

v.  Brogden  (1884),  112  U.  S.  261;  46  Am.  Dec.  619. 


992  MEETINGS.  [§  675, 

acting  upon  the  faith  of  their  validity,  or  receiving  stock  to  be 
issued  at  such  meeting."  It  would  certainly  be  an  extraordinary 
anomaly,  if,  while  by  the  comity  existing  between  the  States  a 
corporation  is  allowed  to  conduct  its  business  beyond  the  borders 
of  the  incorporating  State,  it  could  disavow  the  acts  of  those  whom 
it  has  appointed  to  conduct  its  business  in  the  foreign  State,  on 
the  ground  that  the  votes  by  which  they  were  done  were  passed 
there.''  Accordingly,  directors  may  hold  meetings,  have  an  of- 
fice, make  contracts  and  transact  a  part  at  least  of  the'  general 
business  of  the  corporation  in  another  State,  unless  prohibited  by 
local  legislation.  But  the  directors,  when  so  acting,  are  not  the 
corporate  body,  but  its  mere  agents.*  So  long  as  its  stockholders' 
meetings,  and  the  election  of  its  ofHcers  and  directors  are  held  in 
the  State  of  its  origin,  the  company  will  not  be  deemed  to  havc 
migrated  to  the  State  in  which  its  business  is  carried  on,  for  the 
purpose  of  holding  its  members  personally  liable  as  partners.* 
Nor  are  the  shares  of  a  non-resident  defendant,  in  the  stock  of  a 
foreign  corporation,  deemed  to  be  within  the  State  for  the  pur- 
poses of  an  attachment  suit,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  pres- 
ident or  other  officers  of  the  corporation  are  there  engaged  in 
corporate  business.^"  Indeed,  a  company  may  be  organized  under 
the  laws  of  one  State  for  the  express  purpose  of  doing  business 
in  another,  if  only  its  corporate  organization  be  maintained  and 

0  Galveston,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Cowd-  v.  Byram  Manuf.  Co.,  6  Conn.  428; 

rey,   78  U.   S.   459,   11  Wall.  459;  Armes  v.   Conant    (1864),   36   Vt. 

Handley  v.  Stutz,  139  U.   S.  417;  744.    Under  the  Colorado  incorpo- 

Ashley  "Wire  Co.  v.  Illinois  Steel  ration  act,  §  18,  meetings  of  the 

Co.   (1896),  164  111.  149;   Glymont  directors  may  be  held  beyond  the 

Imperial  Co.  v.  Toler    (1894),   80  limits   of   the   state,   if   provision 

Md.   278.  therefor  be  made  in  the  certificate 

7  Saltmarsh  V.  Spaulding  (1888),  of    incorporation.      Humphrey  v. 
147  Mass.  224,  229;  Galveston  Rail-  Mooney  (1881),  5  Colo.  282. 
road  V.  Cowdrey  (1870),  11  Wall.  n  In  Merrick  v. .Van   Santvoord 
459,  476;   Smith  v.  Alvord  (1872),  (1866),  34  N.  Y.  208,  the  corpora- 
63  Barb.  415.  tion  held  its  annual  elections  in 

8  Smith  V.  Silver  Valley  Mining  Connecticut,  and  the  court  re- 
Co.  (1885),  64  Md.  85,  54  Am.  Rep.  fused  to  consider  it  as  having  mi- 
760,  citing  Angell  &  Ames  on  Cor-  grated  by  reason  if  its  business 
porations,  104;  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  being  carried  on  in  New  York, 
Co.  V.  Glenn,  28  Md.  287;  Ohio,  and  declined  therefore  to  hold  the 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  MoPherson  (1864),  defendant  individually  liable  as  a 
35  Mo.  13,  86  Am.  Dec.  128;  Wood  member  of  an  absconding  corpo- 
Hydraulic,  etc.  Co.  v.  King  (1872),  ration. 

45  Ga.  34;  Bellows  V.  Todd  (1874),  lo  Plimpton  v.   Bigelow    (1883), 

39     Iowa,    209,     217;     Wright    v.      93  N.  Y.  592,  598. 
Bundy,   11  Ind.   398,  404;    McCall 


§  676.] 


MEETINGS. 


993 


directed  from  the  State  of  its  origin.^^  The  powers  of  a  company 
so  organized  and  managed,  are  determined  by  its  charter  and  the 
laws  of  the  incorporating  State,  while  the  manner  of  carrying  out 
its  powers  and  the  form  of  its  deeds  and  contracts,  are  regulated 
by  the  laws  of  the  State  wherein  its  business  is  conducted.^^ 

§  676.  Estoppel  to  plead  illegality  of  place  of  meeting. — 
While  the  meeting  of  members  of  a  company  out  of  the  State 
granting  them  their  charter,  is  undoubtedly  irregular,  and  the 
proceedings  of  a  meeting  so  held  for  the  purpose  of  accepting  a 
charter,  are  wholly  nugatory,^'  yet,  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of 
members  of  a  company  already  organized  who  have  participated 
or  acquiesced  in  the  holding  of  meetings  beyond  the  State,  to 
object  to  the  validity  of  proceedings  there  taken.^*     While  a  dis- 


11  Saltmarsh  v.  Spaulding,  147 
Mass.  224  (1888),  wh«re  it  was 
held  that  if  a  corporation  he  or- 
ganized for  the  purpose  of  doing 
husiness  outside  the  state,  and  its 
contracts  are  made  and  husiness 
conducted  in  another  state,  and 
its  by-laws,  while  providing  for 
an  annual  meeting  and  election  of 
officers  in  the  former  state,  pro- 
vide also  for  directors'  meetings 
for  husiness  in  the  latter  state, 
the  appointment  of  agents  and  the 
filling  of  vacancies  in  the  board 
of  directors  there,  a  vote  authoriz- 
ing certain  officers  to  mortgage 
land  in  the  latter -state  may  prop- 
erly be  taken  by  the  directors  in 
that  state.  For  examples  of  char- 
ters of  companies  authorized  to 
do  busines  beyond  the  state,  re- 
quiring only  that  their  sharehol'd- 
ers'  meetings  shall  be  held  within 
the  state,  see  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1826, 
eh.  143,  incorporating  The  United 
States  Mexican  Co.;  N.  Y.  Laws 
of  1827,  ch.  308,  incorporating  The 
New  York  South  American  Steam- 
boat Association;   N.  Y.  Laws  of 

1849,  oh.  407,  incorporating  The 
Panama  Railroad  Co.  See  also 
N.  Y.  Laws  of  1828,  ch.  211;  of 
1847,  ch.  513;  of  1848,  ch.  396;  of 

1850,  ch.  627;  of  1864,  ch.  758; 
of  1865,  ch.  360,  cited  as  illustrat- 
ing the  New  York  legislative  con- 
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struction  of  the  rules  of  interna- 
tion  comity,  by  Porter,  J.,  In  Mer- 
rick V.  Van  SantTOord  (1866),  34 
N.  Y.  208,  216. 

12  Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  ch.  106,  §  23, 
providing  that  a  corporation  shall 
not  convey  or  mortgage  its  estate 
or  give  a  lease  thereof  for  more 
than  a  year  "unless  authorized  by 
a  vote  of  the  stockholders  at  a 
meeting  called  for  the  purpose," 
does  not  apply  to  foreign  corpo- 
rations; and  accordingly  where 
the  directors  of  such  a  corporation 
have  power  to  do  so,  they  may  at 
a  meeting  held  in  Massachusetts 
validly  authorize  their  president 
and  treasurer  to  execute  a  mort- 
gage of  the  corporate  property. 
"While  they  must  comply  in  their 
forms  of  conveyance  with  those 
here  required,  they  derive  their 
authority  to  make  them  from  the 
rules  imposed  upon  them  by  the 
states  where  they  were  created." 
Saltmarsh  v.  Spaulding  (1888), 
147  Mass.  224,  227. 

13  Yide  supra,  §  673. 

1*  "After  the  corporation  had  be- 
come full  fledged,  I  see  nothing  in 
reason  or  in  principle  why  the 
stockholders  might  not  as  well 
elect  directors  as  the  directors  a 
treasurer  on  the  Missouri  side  of 
the  line.  The  utmost  that  could 
be  said  under  such  circumstances 
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senting  shareholder  may  attack  the  proceedings  as  irregular  and 
as  in  fraud  of  his  rights,  (unless  by  failure  to  take  any  action 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  his 
remedy  be  barred), ^^  the  irregularity  is  not  to  be  taken  advantage 
of  either  by  the  company ,^°  or  by  persons  contracting  with  it.^'' 
And  a  stockholder, — who  has  contracted  with  the  company  in  its 
corporate  name,  paid  his  money  to  it  as  an  existing,  living  thing, 
in  answer  to  its  corporate  demands,  and  from  year  to  year  has 
attended  meetings  of  its  stockholders,  and  voted  at  elections  upon 
questions  which  clearly  implied  the  company's  existence, — ought 
to  be  estopped  from  denying  what  he  has  thus  often  and  solemnly 
admitted.^*  The  directors  of  a  corporation  that  has  been  duly 
organized,  although  they  may  have  been  elected  at  a  meeting  of 
stockholders  held  without  the  State,  become  directors  de  facto  by 
accepting  their  offices  and  ordering  a  call  for  payment  upon  sub- 
scriptions to  the  capital  stock ;  and  their  authority  can  not  be  ques- 
tioned collaterally  by  a  stockholder  in  an  action  against  him  for 
the  call  thus  made,  without  shovying  a  judgment  of  ouster  against 
them,  in  direct  proceedings  instituted  by  the  State  for  that  pur- 
pose.^" In  an  early  case,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Maine  refused 
to  declare  the  proceedings  of  a  meeting  illegal  and  void,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  convened  in  New.  Hampshire  where  the  mem- 
bers resided,  the  statute  not  prescribing  that  the  meeting  should 
be  held  in  the  commonwealth."" 

§  677.  Time  of  meeting. — If  the  time  of  holding  corporate 
meetings  be  not  fixed  in  the  charter  or  articles  of  association,  it 
is  within  the  province  of  the  by-laws  to  prescribe  the  times  at 
which  they  shall  be  so  held."     But  if  the  time  be  not  prescribed 

is  that  the  election  was  irregular."  is  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  McPher- 

Ohio   &  M.   R.   Co.   V.   McPherson  son  (1864),  35  Mo.  13,  86  Am.  Dec. 

(1864),   35   Mo.   13.   86   Am.   Dec.  128,  132,  citing  AH  Saints  Church 

128,  distinguishing  Miller  v.  Ewer  v.   Lovett,   1   Hall,   191;    John   v. 

(1847),  27  Me.  509,  46  Am.   Dec.  Farmers'    &   Mechanics'    Bank.    2 

619.     A  participating  shareholder  Blackf.    367,    20    Am.    Dec.    119; 

can  not  take  advantage  of  an  ex-  Chester   Glass   Co.   v.    Dewey,    16 

tra-state  organization  even.  Camp  Mass,  94.  8  Am.  Dec.  128. 

V.  Byrne  (1867),  41  Mo.  525.  is  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  McPher- 

15  Ormshy    v.    Vermont    Copper,  son  (1864),  35  Mo.  13,  86  Am.  Dec. 

etc.  Co.  (1874),  56  N.  Y.  623.  128;     Humphreys    v.    Mooney,    5 

18  Heath    v.    Sllverthorn    Lead,  Colo.  282   (1881). 

etc.    Co.     (1875),     39    Wis.    146;  aoCopp  v.  Lamh  (1835),  12  Me. 

Humphreys   v.   Mooney    (1881),   5  312,  314. 

Colo.  282.  21  Newling  v.  Francis,  3  Term. 

17  Humphreys  V.  Mooney  (1881),  Rep.   189;    In  re  Long  Island  R. 

'  5  Colo.  282.  Co.,  19  Wend.  37.    It  is  enacted  by 
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by  the  organic  law  of  the  company,  it  is  for  the  directors  to  de- 
termine the  date  of  meeting;  and  a  court  of  equity  will  not  or- 
dinarily interfere  with  their  discretion.^^  Their  discretion  in 
this  regard  is  not,  however,  to  be  arbitrarily  exercised  to  perpet- 
uate themselves  in  power,  nor  to  give  one  party  of  shareholders 
an  undue  advantage  over  others.^^  Thus,  where  the  directors 
fixed  an  unusually  early  date  for  the  annual  meeting,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preventing  certain  stockholders  from  exercising  the  full 
voting  power  which  they  would  derive  from  newly  acquired  shares 
if  the  meeting  were  held  at  the  customary  time,  an  injunction  was 
granted  these  stockholders  to  prevent  the  meeting  being  held 
until  the  usual  time.^* 

§  678.  Premature  meeting, — ^While  a  considerable  delay 
may  not  render  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting  invalid,  the  pre- 
mature organization  of  a  meeting,  even  but  a  few  minutes  before 
the  time  fixed  by  custom  or  notice,  is  obviously  a  surprise  upon 
such  stockholders  as  did  not  participate  therein,  and  as  against 
them  the  proceedings  will  be  held  irregular  and  invalid. ^^ 

Time  of  holding  a  meeting. — The  call  and  notice  for  meeting 
must  state  the  hour  of  meeting,  as  well  as  the  place  ,and  day.^° 
The  meeting  is  not  to  be  held  before  the  hour  specified  in  the 
notice, ^^  and  it  must  be  held  then,  or  within  reasonable  time 
thereafter.'* 

Annual  meeting. — When  the  time  for  holding  annual  meeting 
for  election  of  directors  is  required  by  charter,  they,  without  as- 
sent of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,  can  not  continue  them- 
selves in  office  more  than  a  year,  by  a  by-law  changing  the  time 

the    English    Companies    Clauses  22  Cannon  v.  Trask  (1875),  L.  R. 

Act  of  1845,  that  the  first  general  20    Eq.    669,    fi75;     Inderwick    v. 

meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  the  Snell,  2  Mac.  &  G.  216. 

company  shall  be  held  within  the  23  Elkins  v.  Camden  &  A.  R.  Co. 

time  prescribed  by  the  act  of  in-  (1882),  36  N.  J.  Eq.  467;  Cannon 

corporation,  or  if  no  time  be  pre-  v.  Trask  (1875),  L.  R.  20  Eq.  669. 

scribed,    within   one   month   after  24  Cannon  v.  Trask  (1875),  L.R. 

the  passing  of  the  special  act  of  20  Eq.  669. 

incorporation,  and  the  future  gen-  25  People  v.  Albany  &  S.  R.  Co. 

eral  meetings  shall  be  held  at  the  (1869),  55  Barb.  346,  363. 

prescribed  periods,  and  if  no  pe-  26  San  Buenaventura,  etc.  Co.  v. 

riods  be  prescribed,  in  the  months  Vassault,  50  Cal.  534. 

of  February  and  A-ugust  in  each  27  People  v.  Albany,  etc.  Co.,  55 

year,  or  at  such  other  stated  pe-  Barb.   (N.  Y.)  344. 

riods    as    shall    be    appointed    for  2s  State  v.  Bonnell,  35  Ohio  St. 

that  purpose  by  an  order  of  a  gen-  10,  17. 

eral  meeting.     8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §  66. 
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of  holding  such  annual  election.^'  While,  of  course,  a  reorganiza- 
tion at  the  appointed  time,  fully,  fairly  and  openly  made,  as  at  a 
new  meeting,  and  attended  with  no  circumstancfes  of  deception  or 
unfairness,  may  cure  such  an  irregularity,^" — its  subsequent  re-, 
organization  at  the  designated  hour,  has  been  held  insufficient  to 
give  validity  to  a  meeting,  where  the  original  meeting  was  not 
broken  up,  the  chairman  and  secretary  retaining  their  seats  at  the 
table  with  their  friendly  stockholders,  where  they  sat  at  the  first 
meeting,  and  there  being  no  abandonment  of  the  room  nor  re- 
linquishment of  its  preoccupation  by  those  who  held  the  first 
meeting,  and  there  being  no  formal  organization  of  a  new  meeting 
in  the  ordinary  way.'^ 

§  679.  Postponed  meeting. — Stated  meetings  of  the  corpora- 
tors should  be  convened  upon  the  appointed  day,^^  and  should  be 
organized  promptly  at  the  appointed  hour.^^  If,  however,  a  delay 
is  for  the  mere  purpose  of  enabling  all  the  members  to  assemble,, 
and  without  prejudice  to  any  one,  it  would  be  unjust  to  hold  the 
proceedings  illegal.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  it  were  such  as  tO' 
create  a  general  belief  that  no  meeting  would  be  held,  and  there- 
by induce  the  great  body  of  the  electors  to  disperse,  and  a  few 
were  afterwards  to  open  the  meeting  and  pass  votes  which  could 
not  have  been  passed  except  for  the  delay,  it  would  be  unjust  to- 
hold  them  legal  and  binding.'*     Postponement  beyond  the  stated 

2»  Blklns  V.  Camden,  etc.  Co.,  36  such   a    corporation    can    not,    br 

'N.  J.  Eq.  467.     Vide  supra,  §  667.  changing  the  time  of  the  annua! 

30  People  V.  Albany  &  S.  R.  Co.  meeting  of  the  stockholders,. 
(1869),  55  Barb.  346,  363.  change  the  term  nor  authorize  an 

31  People  V.  Albany  &  S.  R.  Co.  election  by  the  stockholders  of  a 
(1869),  55  Barb.  346,  364,  365.  new  board  before  the  term  as  lim- 

32  Where  the  charter  of  a  corpo-  ited  by  the  statute  has  expired, 
ration  requires  annual  meetings  Nathan  v.  Tompkins  (1887),  82 
for  the  election  of  directors,  the  Ala.  437. 

directors  can  not  by  a  by-law  so  sa  state   v.    Bonnell    (1878),    35^ 

change    the   time    of   the   annual  Ohio  St.  10. 

election  as  to  continue  themselves  s*  South  School  District  v. 
in  office  more  than  a  year,  against  Blakeslee  (1839),  13  Conn.  228, 
the  wishes  of  the  holders  of  a  ma-  234  (misprinted  in  original  report 
jority  of  the  stock.  Blkins  v.  as  238).  In  State  v.  Bonnell 
Camden  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1882),  36  N.  (1878),  35  Ohio  St.  10,  the  certifi- 
J.  Eq.  467.  In  Alabama  the  elec-  cate  of  incorporation  of  the  com- 
tion  and  term  of  office  of  the  di-  pany  provided  that  the  annual 
rectors  and  officers  of  street  rail-  meeting  for  the  election  of  direct- 
way  companies  are  governed  by  ors  should  be  held  on  the  third 
Code,  §§  1923,  1925,  which  con-  Tuesday  of  January  in  each  year; 
templates  only  annual  elections;  and  it  h-ad  been  customary  for  the- 
and  a  majority  of  the  directors  of  secretary  to  give  the  stockholders. 
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day  of  meeting  does  not  necessarily  retider  the  proceedings  sub- 
sequently taken  invalid.'^ 

§  680.  Adjourned  meeting.^The  proceedings  of  an  ad- 
journed meeting,  at  which  only  the  unfinished  business  of  the 
-original  meeting  is  transacted,  are  valid  without  the  necessity  of 
■additional  notice  being  served  upon  the  members.'^  Thus,  where 
notice  of  the  purpose  of  a  vestry  meeting  has  been  duly  given, 
and  the  meeting  was  regularly  held  and  adjourried  to  a  subsequent 
time,  leaving  certain  business  unfinished,  the  matter  may  be  law- 
fully taken  up  and  completed  at  the  adjourned  meeting,  although 
the  notice  summoning  the  latter  does  not  state  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  to  be  convened.^''  But  in  order  that  notice  of  a  prior 
meeting  may  extend  and  apply  to  a  subsequent  meeting,  the  latter 
jnust  be  held  merely  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  unfinished 


notice  of  such  meetings,  stating  the 
hour  at  which  they  would  be  held. 
Notice  of.  the  meeting  for  1879  was 
in  lilce  manner  issued;  but  owing 
to  an  injunction  it  was  not  held 
at  the  hour  designated.  A  small 
number  of  the  members,  however, 
tor  the  purpose  of  "saving  the 
charter  day,"  met  at  a  later  hour 
and  adjourned  to  the  following 
day,  at  which  time  they  elected 
drectors  for  the  ensuing  year. 
"No  special  pains  were  taken  to 
give  notice"  to  the  other  stock- 
holders of  these  meetings,  al- 
though they  were  in  the  vicinity 
and  might  easily  have  been  noti- 
fied. The  court,  expressing  no 
opinion  as  to  the  force  and  effect 
of  the  injunction,  decided  that  "to 
sustain  an  election  held  under 
su-ch  circumstances  would,  indeed, 
be  a  most  dangerous  precedent. 
The  liberal  rule  which  is  extended 
to  elections  fairly  but  irregularly 
held  has  no  just  application  to 
this  case." 

35  Beardsley  v.  Johnson  (1888), 
49  Hun,  607.  In  New  York  it  is 
provided  by  statute  that  in  case  an 
election  of  directors  of  any  incor- 
porated company  be  not  held  at 
the  appointed  time,  it  may  be  Held 
within   sixty   days  thereafter.     1 


N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  604,  §  8.  But  this 
statute  is  held  to  be  merely  declar- 
atory, and  where  an  election  was 
not  held  until  more  than  two 
years  after  the  time  appointed  it 
has  been  considered  legal.  Beards- 
ley  V.  Johnson  (1888),  49  Hun, 
607.  Provision  is  made  in  the 
statutes  of  New  York  for  changing 
the  time  of  holding  the  annual 
election  of  directors  of  railway 
companies.  This  may  be  done 
either  by  the  directors  (N.  Y. 
Laws  of  1875,  ch.  586,  §  1;  N.  Y. 
Laws  of  1881,  ch.  317,  §  1)  or  by 
the  stockholders.  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
1885,  ch.  498,  §  1. 

38  United  States  v.  McKelden 
(1879),.  8  Fed.  Rep.  778,  4  MacA. 
318;  People  v.  Batchelor  (1860), 
22  N.  Y.  128;  Smith  v.  Law 
(1860),  21  N.  Y.  296;  Warner  v. 
Mower  (1839),  11  Vt.  385;  Wills 
V.  Murray,  4  Ex.  843,  19  L.  J.  Ex. 
209;  Rex  v.  Carmathen,  1  Maule 
&  S.  702;  Schoffl  v.  Bloomfleld,  8 
Vt.  472;  Garrar  v.  Perley,  7  Me. 
404;  Granger  v.  Grubb,  7  Phlla. 
350;  Scadding  v.  Lorant  (1851),  3 
H.  L.  Cas.  418;  Queen  v.  Grim- 
shaw,  10  Q.  B.  747. 

37  Scadding  v.  Lorant  (1851),  3 
H.  L.  Cas.  418,  446. 
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business  of  the  former.^*  And  the  hour  to  which  it  is  adjourned 
should  be  definitely  fixed,  and  should  be  entered  upon  the  minutes 
in  order  to  affect  members,  absent  from  the  first,  with  notice  of 
the  adjourned  meeting.^'  Thus,  where  a  regular  meeting  of  the 
board  of  directors,  of  which  no  notice  was  required,  was  ad- 
journed to  the  next  day,  but  the  hour  to  which  it  was  adjourned 
was  not  stated  in  the  minutes  thereof,  and  two  directors,  who 
were  not  present  at  the  regular  meeting,  received  no  notice  of  the 
adjournment,  and  had  no  knowledge  of  it,  an  assessment  levied 
at  the  latter  meeting, — was  held  to  be  a  nullity.*"  And  if  there  be 
reason  to  believe  that  the  adjournment  was  fraudulently  designed 
to  prevent  some  of  the  members  from  participating  in  the  busi- 
ness to  be  transacted,  as  where  notice  of  the,  subsequent  meeting 
was  not  given  them,  although  they  were  in  the  vicinity  and  might 
have  been  easily  notified,  the  proceedings  will  be  set  aside.*^ 

§  68i.  Irregularities  at  meetings. — The  courts  will  not 
readily  listen  to  complaints  respecting  the  regularity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  corporate  meetings.  "Looking  at  the  nature  of  these 
companies,  looking  at  the  way  in  which  their  articles  are  formed, 
and  that  they  are  not  all  lawyers  who  attend  these  meetings,  noth- 
ing can  be  more  likely  than  that  there  should  be  something  more 
or  less  irregular  done  at  them."*^  If  the  thing  complained  of  is 
a  thing  which,  in  substance,  the  majority  of  the  members  are  en- 
titled to  do,  or  if  something  has  been  done  irregularly  which  the 
majority  are  entitled  to  do  regularly,  or  if  something  has  been 
done  illegally,  which  the  majority  are  entitled  to  do  legally,  there 
can  be  no  use  in  having  a  litigation  about  it,  the  end  of  which  is 
only  that  a  meeting  has  to  be  called,  and  then  ultimately  the  ma- 
jority gets  its  wishes.     If  it  is  a  matter  of  that  nature,  it  only 

38  People  V.  Batchelor  (1860),  4i  State  v.  Bonnell  (1878),  35 
22  N.  Y.  128,  133;  Scadding  v.  Lor-      Ohio  St.  10. 

ant   (1851),  3  H.  L.  Gas.  418.     In  laMacDougall     v.     Gardiner     1 

England    it    is    provided    by    the  Ch.    Dlv.    13,    25    (1875) ;    People 

Companies    Clauses    Act    of    1845  v.  Peck  (1834),  11  Wend.  604,  27 

that   no  business   shall   be  trans-  Am.    Dec.    104;     In    re    Wheeler 

acted   at   any   adjourned   meeting  (1886),  2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  361;  Peo- 

otner  than  the   business   left  un-  pie  v.  Wickham   (1829),  1  Paige, 

finished     at     the     meeting     from  590;  Hughes  v.  Parker  (1849),  20 

which     such     adjournment     took  N.     H.     58;     Downing     v.     Potts 

place.    8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §  74.  (1851),  23  N.  J.  66;  Hardenburgh 

39  Thompson  V.  Williams  (1888),  v.  Farmers',  etc.  Bank  (1834),  3 
76  Cal.  153,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  187.  N.  J.  Bq.  68;  Gorham  v.  CampbeU 

40  Thompson  V.  Williams  (1888),  (1852),  2  Cal.  135. 
76  Cal.  153,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  187. 
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comes  to  this,  that  the  majority  are  the  only  persons  who  can  com- 
plain that  a  thing  which  they  are  entitled  to  do,  has  been  done 
irregularly.*'  Accordingly,  in  an  action  against  a  corporation 
upon  a  note  signed  by  its  officers,  where  it  appears  that  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  note  was  expressly  authorized  at  a  meeting  of  the 
board  of  directors,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  any 
proof  to  the  contrary,  that  the  board  was  rightfully  in  session, 
at  the  time  the  authority  was  given.**  A  shareholder,  who  has  re- 
ceived notice  of  the  purpose  of  a  corporate  meeting,  by  means  of 
circulars,  will  not  be  heard  to  question  the  legality  of  proceed- 
ings taken  thereat,  on  the  mere  ground  that  the  company  omitted 
to  advertise  the  meeting  in  the  public  prints  as  required  by  the 
articles  of  association. *"*  And  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  a 
member  who  has  participated  in  the  irregular  proceedings  to 
question  their  legality.*'^  One  who  has  failed  at  the  time  to  chal- 
lenge illegal. votes,  has  no  equitable  right  to  have  the  result  set 
aside. *^     And  generally,  the  right  to  object  to  irregularities  in  the 


43  MacDougall  v.  Gardiner,  1 
Ch.  Div.  12,  25  (1875),  citing 
Mozley  v.  Alston,  1  Phlll.  Ch.  790; 
Poss  V.  Harbottle,  2  Hare,  461. 

44  Hardin  v.  Iowa  Ry.  &  Const. 
Co.    (1889),  78  Iowa,   726. 

Co.  (1857),  3  Kay.  &  J.  408,  417. 

46  In  re  British  Sugar  Refining 
Co.   (1857),  3  Kay  &  J.  408;  Wiltz 

45  In  re  British  Sugar  Refining 
V.  Peters,  4  La.  Ann.  339.  Nor  can 
his  transferee  raise  the  question. 
In  re  Syracuse,  etc.  R.  Co.,  91  N. 
Y.  1.  In  Reed  v.  Hayt  (1888),  109 
N.  Y.  659,  a  president  of  a  corpo- 
ration, to  whom  stock  had  been 
issued  for  services  and  advances, 
sold  his  stock,  including  the 
shares  so  issued,  to  defendant, 
who  refused  to  pay  the  purchase 
money  on  the  ground  of  defect  of 
title,  because  only  three  of  the 
five  directors  (of  whom  the  presi- 
dent was  one)  were  present  at  the 
meeting  which  ordered  the  issuing 
of  the  stock.  Neither  the  com- 
pany as  then  constituted,  nor 
after  the  resignation  of  the  presi- 
dent and  the  election  of  defendant 
as  his  successor,  nor  any  stock- 
holder, made  any  objection  to  the 
issue;    and   defendant,   with   full 


knowledge  of  the  facts,  used  the 
other  stock  purchased  of  plaintiff, 
the  former  president,  took  an  ex- 
tension of  time  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  of  sale,  and 
nether  the  president  nor  stock- 
holders made  any  attempt  to  an- 
nul or  avoid  the  acts  of  the  board. 
It  was  held  that  the  facts 
amounted  to  a  ratification  thereof 
by  the  company,  and  that  defend- 
ant, by  his  conduct,  was  estopped 
from  denying  plaintiff's  title  to 
the  stock.  And  it  was  further 
held  in  the  same  case  that  the 
stockholders  and  interested  par- 
ties having  full  knowledge  also  of 
the  fact  that  the  directors  not 
present  had  no  notice  of  the  meet- 
ing, and  countenancing  plaintiff's 
dealing  with  the  shares"  as  his 
own,  and  taking  no  steps  to  dis- 
affirm the  action  of  the  board  in 
issuing  the  stock,  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  ratified  the  action, 
and  the  title  of  plaintiff  to  the 
stock  will  be  validated  thereby. 

47  In  re  Chenango,  etc.  Ins.  Co. 
(1838),  19  Wend.  635.  Of.  Scho- 
harie Valley  R.  Case,  12  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  S.  394. 
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proceedings  of  a  corporate  meeting  may  be  lost  by  laches/'  either 
by  attending  and  remaining  silent  at  the  time,  or  by  failing  to 
protest  promptly  upon  learning  of  the  doings  of  the  meeting.*® 
And  this  rule  applies  not  only  to  participating  shareholders,  but 
^so  to  persons  subsequently  deriving  their  shares  through  them.^" 
The  proceedings  of  a  meeting  are  not  invalidated  by  the  pres- 
ident requesting  a  person  to  call  it  to  order  and  to  preside  over 
it  in  his  absence  therefrom.  The  request  is  a  sufficient  authority 
to  that  person  to  act  in  the  president's  stead."^ 

§  682.  Trick,  secrecy,  surprise,  bribery. — While  mere  ir- 
regularities in  the  proceedings  of  corporate  meetings  do  not  neces- 
sarily constitute  a  ground  for  equitable  interference,  any  acts  done 
by  a  portion  of  the  members,  which  bear  the  appearance  of  trick, 
secrecy  or  fraud,  are  invalid  and  will  constitute  grounds  for  avoid- 
ing an  election,^^  or  other  proceedings  of  the  meeting.  Accord- 
ingly, the  members  are  entitled  to  full  information  concerning 
any  matter  upon  which  action  is  to  be  taken,'^  and  to  notice  of 


*8  state  V.  Lehre  (1854),  7  Rich. 
234,  325;  Prettyman  v.  Tazewell 
Co.,  19  111.  406,  71  Am.  Dec.  230; 
King  V.  Trevenen  (1819),  2  Barn. 
&  Aid.  339;  Musgrave  v.  Nevin- 
son  (1737),  2  Ld.  Ray.  1358. 

49  State  V.  Lehre  (1854),  7  Rich. 
234,  325;  Prettyman  V.  Supervis- 
ors (1858),  19  111.  406;  King  v. 
Trevenen  (1819),  2  Barn.  &  Aid. 
332;  Musgrave  v.  Nevinson 
(1737),  2  Ld.  Ray.  1358. 

50  Where  a  plan  for  reorganiza- 
tion of  a  railroad  company  is  not 
prohibited  by  law,  one  who  pur- 
chases stock,  after  the  plan  is 
adopted,  from  a  stockholder  who 
voted  for  it,  can  not  object  that 
it  is  ultra  vires.  Hollins  v.  St. 
Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1890),  9  N. 
Y.  Supp.  909. 

51  People  V.  Albany  &  S.  R.  Co. 
(1869),  55  Barb.  344,  361,  holding 
that  the  person  called  to  preside 
need  not  be  a  stockholder.  It  is 
sufficient  if  he  hold  a  proxy  to 
vote  at  the  meeting. 

52  People  V.  Albany  &  S.  R.  Co. 
(1869),  55  Barb.  344,  363,  citing 
Wilcox  on  Corporations,  51;  Rex 
V.  Gaborlan,  11  East,  77;  Grant  on 
Corporations,  204;  People  v.  Peck 


(1834),  11  Wend.  611;  In  re  Pion- 
eer Paper  Co.,  36  How.  108. 

63  In  a  case  in  point  in  New 
York,  there  was  a  contract  be- 
tween two  companies  whose  lines 
were  parallel,  by  which  tributary 
territory  was  preserved  to  each, 
to  prevent  an  unprofitable  war  of 
construction.  After  the  directors 
of  one  of  the  contracting  compa- 
nies had  passed  resolutions  to  con- 
struct branch  lines  in  violation  of 
the  contract,  a  meeting  of  the 
stockholders  passed  a  resolution 
ratifying  all  the  acts  of  the  direct- 
ors during  a  period  of  time  cov- 
ering the  dates  of  the  resolutions 
referred  to,  but  it  did  not  appear 
that  those  resolutions  were  read 
at  the  meeting,  or  the  attention  of 
the  stockholders  called  to  them, 
and  there  was  evidence  that  some 
of  the  assenting  stockholders  were 
actually  misled.  Accordingly, 
there  was  held  to  be  no  such  rati- 
fication of  the  directors'  resolu- 
tions as  would  preclude  the  stock- 
holders from  Insisting  that  the 
contract  be  performed.  Ives  v. 
Smith  (1889),  19  N.  Y.  St.  Rep. 
556. 
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the  purpose  for  which  the  meeting  is  held  ;'*  unless  it  be  a  regular 
:general  meeting  for  the  transaction  of  all  or  any  business  within 
the  corporate  powers ;"  and  any  variation  from  the  usual  course 
■of  business,  or  from  such  matters  as  have  been  mentioned  in  the 
notification,  will  render  the  proceedings  pro  tanto  voidable.^"  Nor 
•does  a  clause  in  the  charter,  declaring  that  all  or  any  business 
of  the  corporation  may  be  transacted  or  acted  on  at  special  meet- 
ings, nor  a  by-law,  passed  in  pursuance  of  the  charter,  prescribing 
iiow  notice  of  special  meetings  shall  be  served  upon  the  stock- 
holders, dispense  with  the  necessity  of  specifying  in  such  a  case, 
the  purpose  in  the  notice  of  the  meeting.  Thus,  an  assessment 
■upon  shares  already  fully  paid,  can  not  be  legally  made  at  a  special 
meeting,  unless  the  stockholders  have  been  duly  notified  of  the 
proposed  assessment  as  one  of  the  objects  of  the  meeting,  so  that 
they  can  attend  and  vote  upon  a  matter  of  such  importance.''^ 
And  where  the  object  of  the  meeting  was  to  amend  the  by-laws, 
an  election  of  officers  can  not  be  held  at  the  same  time.^^  But 
a  notice  of  a  corporate  meeting,  is  not  bad  because  it  states  as 
one  of  the  purposes  of  the  meeting,  the  consideration  of  a  matter 
which  the  company  could  not  lawfully  act  upon;  and  resolutions 
passed  at  the  meeting  in  respect  of  things  within  the  corporate 
powers,  aretoot  rendered  invalid  by  reason  of  resolutions  regard- 
ing other  matters  ultra  vires.^^  In  a  well  considered  English  case 
"it  is  held  that  notice  of  an  intention  "to  remove  any  of  the  present 
•directors"  would  justify  a  resolution    removing  all  of  them.^" 

54  Yide  supra,  §  669.  ^7  Atlantic     De     Lalne     Co.     v. 

55 Warner  v.  Mower    (1839),  11  Mason    (1858),   5    R.   I.   463,   471, 

Tt.  385,  391,  394.  472,  per  Ames,  C.  J. 

66  Atlantic  De  Laine  Co.  v.  ss  people's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Westcott, 
Mason  (1858),  5  R.  I.  463,  471,  14  Gray,  440. 
472,  per  Ames,  C.  J.  Cf.  People  v.  so  cieve  v.  Financial  Co.  (1873), 
Albany  &  S.  R.  Co.  (1869),  55  L.  R.  16  Eq.  363,  377,  378. 
Barb.  344;  Smith,  v.  Erb,  4  Gill,  so  isle  of  Wight  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ta- 
437;  Warner  v.  Mower  (1839),  11  hourdin  (1883),  25  Ch.  Div.  320, 
Vt.  385.  At  a  meeting  of  pew-  325.  "I  think,"  said  Fry,  L.  J., 
(Owners  called  by  a  justice  of  the  "that  any  other  form  of  requisi- 
l)eace,  on  application  to  him  there-  tion  would  have  been  embarrass- 
ior,  for  the  purpose  of  organizing  ing,  because  it  is  obvious  that  the 
.a  corporation,  the  pew-owners  meeting  might  think  fit  to  remove 
ihave  no  power  to  pass  votes  mak-  a  director  or  allow  him  to  remain, 
ing  repairs,  or  controlling  the  according  to  his  behavior  and  de- 
meeting-house,  the  meeting  being  meanor  at  the  meeting  with  re- 
jcalled  before  the  corporation  was  gard  to  the  proposals  made  at  it." 
organized.  Mayberry  v.  Mead 
s(1888),  80  Me.  27. 
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Where  the  constitution  of  a  society  prescribed  a  different  order  of 
business  for  different  meetings,  and  further  declared  that  any 
of  those  orders  might  be  suspended  at  any  time  by  the  vote  of 
the  majority  of  the  members  present  at  any  meeting,  but  with 
the  proviso  that  this  should  not  be  construed  so  as  to  justify  the 
introduction  into  any  meeting  of  business  which  did  not  properly 
belong  .to  it,  and  for  which  special  provision  was  made  in  the 
constitution,  it  was  held  that  the  suspension  of  any  particular 
order  could  take  place  only  on  the  evening  to  which  that  order  was 
specially  assigned."^  The  selling  of  votes  or  of  proxies  to  vote 
at  corporate  meetings,  is  prohibited  by  statute  in  New  York,  and 
a  person  offering  to  vote  may  be  required  by  the  inspectors  of 
the  election  to  take  an  oath  that  he  has  neither  directly  nor  in- 
directly received  any  promise  or  sum  of  money,  or  anything  of 
value,  to  influence  his  vote,"^  So,  on  the  other  hand,  the  person 
offering  to  vote  as  an  agent,  attorney  or  proxy,  may  be  required 
to  swear  that  he  has  not  by  bribery  induced  the  giving  of  the 
authority.*^ 

§  683.  Failure  to  hold  meetings  or  elections. — At  the  suit 
of  stockholders,  a  writ  of  mandamus  may  be  obtained  to  compel 
the  calling  of  a  meeting  for  the  election  of  directors  and  other 
officers,  if  the  officers,  whose  duty  it  is,  fail  at  the  proper  time 
to  summon  a  meeting  for  that  purpose."*  The  original  directors 
named  in  the  charter  or  articles  of  association,  generally  continue 
in  office  until  the  first  ordinary  meeting  held  in  the  year  next 
after  that  in  which  the  charter  was  granted ;  and  at  that  meeting 
the  shareholders  present,  personally  or  by  proxy,  may  either  con- 
tinue in  ofHce  the  directors  appointed  by  the  special  act  of  incor- 
poration, or  any  number  of  them,  or  may  elect  a  new  body  of 
directors,  or  directors  to  supply  the  places  of  those  not  continued 
in  office,  the  directors  appointed  by  the  special  act  of  incorpora- 
tion being  eligible  as  members  of  the-  new  board."^     The  suc- 

«i  Weatherly  v.  Montgomery  Co.  167.     Gf.  Brown  v.  Union  Ins  Co., 

Medical  &  Surgical  Society  (1884),  3    La.    Ann.    177,    182;    Curry    v. 

76  Ala.  567.  Woodward,     53     Ala.     371,     375; 

«2N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  oh.  564,  Knowlton  v.   Ackley,   8  Cush.   93. 

§  54.  Under  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564, 

li-"  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564,  §  53,  the  stockholders  themselves. 

§  54.  have  power  to  call  a  meeting  in 

64  People   V.   Cummings    (1878),  such  an  event. 
72   N.   Y.   433;    People   v.   Albany  as  The    Companies    Clauses    Act 

Hospital     (1871),    61    Barb.    397;  of  1845,  8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §  83. 
State  V.  Wright    (1875).  10  Nev. 
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cessors  of  the  original  directors,  are  elected  by  the  shareholders 
at  the  regular  annual  meetings."^  If  no  election  be  held,  the 
directors  in  ofifice  continue  to  serve  until  their  successors  are 
chosen."'  And  although  an  act  may  provide  that  the  officers 
holding  office  at  that  time  should  not  hold  after  the  first  Tuesday 
in  May,  on  which  day  an  election  of  their  successors  was  to  have 
been  held,  if  no  valid  election  be  held,  the  former  officers  con- 
tinue in  office  until  their  successors  are  legally  elected  and  qual- 
ified.°*  When  the  inspectors  of  an  election  of  corporate  officers, 
chosen  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  New  York  statute, 
have  been  restrained  by  injunction  from  qualifying  and  acting, 
the  stockholders  may,  at  the  time  appointed' for  the  election,  choose 
other  inspectors  in  their  stead.""  The  failure  or  neglect  of  direc- 
tors to  hold  meetings,  does  not  dissolve  the  corporation.  Though 
such  failure  has  continued  for  years,  the  fact  does  not  ipso  facto 
work  a  dissolution.  Though  its  active  powers  are  dormant,  the 
corporation  is  not  civilly  dead.  But  such  failure  is  good  ground 
for  proceedings   for  dissolution.'" 

§  684.  Church  meetings  of  trustees. — The  meetings  of 
church  bodies  held  for  business  purposes,  such,  for  example,  as 
the  election  of  trustees,  should  be  convened  at  their  usual  place  of 
meeting  for  religious  worship.'^  Holding  a  meeting  in  a  private 
house  at  a  considerable  distance  from  the  regular  place  of  worship, 
has  been  held  to  be  a  fatal  objection  to  the  validity  of  its  pro- 
ceedings, even  .where  access  to  the  latter  was  hindered  by  those 
having  control   of  the  building.'^     If  the   door  be  locked,   and 

66  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140,  from  the  time  appointed  for  the 

§  5;  8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §  83.  meeting,     the     existing     directors 

6T  This  rule  has  been  embodied  shall   continue  to  act  and  retain 

in  statutory  form  in  England  by  their  powers   until  new   directors 

the    Companies    Clauses    Act    of  be  appointed  at  the  first  ordinary 

1845,   8   Vic.   ch.   16,   §   84,   which  meeting  of  the  following  year, 

enacts  that  if  at  any  meeting  at  es  Cassell     v.     Lexington,     etc. 

which    an    election    of    directors  Turnpike  Road  Co.   (Ky.  1888),  9 

ought  to  take  place,  the  quorum  S.  W.  Rep.  701. 

prescribed  by  the  act  of  incorpo-  es  People  v.  Albany  &  S.  R.  Co. 

ration  shall  not  be  present  within  (1869),   55   Barb.   344,   357,   citing 

one  hour  from  the  time  appointed  In  re  Wheeler,  2  Abb.  N.  S.  361. 

for  the  meeting,  no  election  of  di-  to  Vide   infra,   §   1315,   DlssoLu- 

rectors   shall   be  made,   but   such  tio:^. 

meeting  shall  stand  adjourned  to  71  American    Primitive    Soc.    v. 

the  following  day  at  the  same  time  Pilling   (1855),  24  N.  J.  653,  661; 

and  place;   and  if  at  the  meeting  Miller  v.  BJnglish  (1848),  21  N.  J. 

so    adjourned    the    quorum    pre-  317. 

scribed  by  the  act  of  incorporation  '2  American    Primitive    Soc.    v. 

be   not   present   within   one   hour  Pilling  (1855),  24  N.  J.  653,  661. 
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those  having  control  of  it  refuse  to  surrender  the  key,  the  meet- 
ing should  be  held  at  the  nearest  practicable  place,  as  for  in- 
stance, at  the  door  of  the  meeting-house/''  Under  the  New  York 
statutes,"*  constituting  the  wardens,  vestrymen  and  rector  of  an 
incorporated  Episcopal  church,  the  vestry  and  trustees  of  the 
church,  and  intrusting  to  them  the  management  of  the  temporal- 
ities, estate  and  property  of  the  church,  the  rector  has  the  right 
to  institute  mandamus  proceedings  to  compel  the  attendance  of 
vestrymen  who  refuse  to  attend  a  meeting  of  the  vestry ;  and,  it 
being  shown  that  a  meeting  is  necessary,  and  can  not  be  held 
without  their  presence,  and  the  purpose  sought  to  be  obtained  be- 
ing merely  to  secure  a  meeting,  a  peremptory  writ  will  issue."* 

§  685.  Minutes  of  meetings  of  directors,  and  of  stock- 
holders.— Resolutions  of  a  meeting  of  directors  of  a  private 
corporation  may  be  shown  by  the  record  of  the  proceedings,  if 
one  is  kept;  otherwise  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  what 
was  resolved,  and  by  what  vote.''     Entries  in  the  minutes  made 


T3  American  Primitive  Soc.  v. 
Pilling  (1855),  24  N.  J.  653,  661; 
State  V.  Crowell,  9  N.  J.  411. 

74  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1813,  ch.  60, 
§  3;  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1875,  ch.  79, 
§  4;   N.  Y.  Laws  of  1876,  ch.  176, 

S  1. 

75  People  v.  "Winans  (1890),  9 
N.  Y.  Supp.  249. 

76  Ten  Byck  v.  Pontiac,  O.  &  P. 
A.  R.  Co.  (Mich.  1889),  41  N.  W. 
Rep.  905.  Cf.  Monographic  note  by- 
John  D.  Lawson,  15  Fed.  Rep.  727; 
"Effect  of  Failure  to  Record  Cor- 
porate Resolutions,"  74  Am.  Dec. 
309,  312.  "With  respect  to  the 
minutes  of  directors'  meetings,  the 
English  Companies  Clauses  Act  of 
1845  provides  that  the  directors 
shall  cause  notes,  minutes  or  cop- 
ies, as  the  case  may  require,  of 
all  appointments  made  or  con- 
tracts entered  into  by  the  direct- 
ors, and  of  the  orders  and  pro- 
ceedings of  all  rneetings  of  the 
company,  and  of  the  directors  and 
committees  of  directors,  to  be  duly 
entered  in  books  to  be  from  time 
to  time  provided  for  the  purpose, 
which  shall  be  kept  under  the  su- 
perintendence   of    the    directors; 


and  every  such  entry  shall  be 
signed  by  the  chairman  of  such 
meeting;  and  such  entry,  so 
signed,  shall  be  received  as  evi- 
dence in  all  courts,  and  before  all 
judges,  justices  and  others,  with- 
out proof  of  such  respective  meet- 
ings having  been  duly  convened 
or  held,  or  of  the  persons  making 
or  entering  such'  orders  or  pro- 
ceedings being  shareholders  or  di- 
rectors, or  members  of  commit- 
tees, respectively,  or  of  the  signa- 
ture of  the  chairman,  or  of  the 
fact  of  his  having  been  chairman, 
all  of  which  last-mentioned  mat- 
ters shall  be  presumed,  until  the 
contrary  be  proven.  8  Vic.  ch.  16, 
§  98.  The  minutes  need  not  be 
signed  on  the  day  on  which  they 
are  entered.  It  is  suflScient  that 
they  should  be  signed  by  the  per- 
son who  was  the  chairman  of  the 
meeting,  and  they  may  be  signed, 
or  signed  as  confirmed,  at  a  sub- 
sequent meeting.  West  London 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Bernard,  3  Nlc.  H.  &  C. 
649;  London,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fair- 
clough,  2  Man.  &  G.  764,  2  Nic.  K. 
&  C.  544;  Southampton  Dock  Co.  v. 
Richards,  1  Man.  &  G.  448.     And 
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by  the  officers  of  corporations  are  presumed  to  be  true.^^  The 
presumption  of  regularity  applies  in  favor  of  the  proceedings  of 
corporate  meetings.'*  An  entry  in  the  minutes  of  a  meeting  of  a 
corporation,  or  of  its  board  of  directors,  that  a  certain  proposition 
was  adopted,  is  prima  facie  eviden9e  that  it  received  the  number 
of  votes  necessary  to  legally  adopt  it."  An  entry,  that  certain 
officers  were  elected,  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  enough  votes 
were  cast  to  elect  them.*"  So  also,  if  the  minutes  be  silent  as  to 
the  mode  in  which  officers  were  elected,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
they  were  chosen  in  the  manner  required  by  law,  until  evidence 
to  tlie  contrary  be  produced.*^  If  the  minutes  set  forth  that  cer- 
tain business  was  transacted  at  a  special  meeting  duly  called,  and 
that  proper  notice  was  given,  it  will  be  presumed  that  a  quorum 
was  present.'^  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  where  it  does  not 
appear  by  the  record,  that  a  majority  of  the  members  of  a  cor- 
poration were  present  at  a  meeting,  at  which  it  was  voted  to  repair 
a  church  building,  to  raise  the  money  by  assessment  on  the  pews, 
and  also  to  increase  the  sum  thus  assessed,  the  assessment 
is  invalid.*'  While  it  is  permitted  to  contradict  the  record  of  a 
voluntary  society,  or  show  that  its  records  do  not  fully  disclose  all 
the  proceedings  which  ought  to  be  recorded,  proof  of  that  kind 
must  be  so  convincing  and  satisfactory  as  to  leave  no  doubt  but 
that  the  matter  attempted  to  be  interpolated  into  the  records  of 
the  proceedings  actually  occurred.**     A  certificate  of  the  secretary 

where  a  meeting  for  a  particular  trict,  12  Minn.  17;   Isbell  v.  Rail- 
purpose    is    adjourned,    and    the  road  Co.,  25  Conn.  556. 
minutes  of  the  adjourned  meeting  so  Beardsley  v.  Johnson   (1888), 
only  are  signed  by  the  chairman,  49  Hun,  607,  121  N.  Y.  224.  , 
the  whole  of  the  minutes  are  ad-  si  Beardsley  v.  Johnson   (1888), 
missible    in    evidence.      Miles    V.  49  Hun,  607,  121  N.  Y.  224;  Hath- 
Bough,    3    Q.    B.    345;    Inglis    v.  away  v.  Addison,  48  Me.  440. 
Great  Northern  Ry.  16  Jur.  895;  sa  insurance     Co.     v.     Sortwell 
Browne    &    Theobald's    Ry.    Law,  (1864),  8  Allen,  223;  Baile  v.  Bdu- 
114.  cational  Soc,  47  Md.  117. 

7T  Chase    v.    Tuttle     (1887),    55  ss  Mayberry  v.  Mead  (1888),  80 

Conn.  455,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  64.  Me.  27. 

78  Ashtabula,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  si  Hawkshaw  v.  Supreme  Lodge 
Gardiner,  1  Ch.  Div.  13;  Blanch-  of  Knghts  of  Honor  (1887),  2» 
ard  V.  Dow  (1851),  32  Me.  557.  Fed.  Rep.  770.  In  a  voluntary  so- 
Cf.  Chase  v.  Tuttle  (1887),  55  ciety  in  which  the  standing  of  its 
Conn.  455,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  64.  members,   and   the   mode   of   sus- 

79  Heintzelman  v.  Druids'  Re-  pending  and  reinstating  them  in 
lief  Assn.  (1888),  38  Minn.  138,  4  membership,  is  regulated  by  its 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  356;  McDaniels  laws,  if  the  records  of  the  pro- 
V.  Flower  Brook  Manuf.  Co.,  22  ceedings  of  the  body  show  that  a 
Yt.   274;    Sanborn  v.   School  Dis-  member  is  not  in  good  standing. 
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of  a  railroad  company,  purporting  to  recite  proceedings  of  a  meet- 
ing of  stockholders,  which  is  not  shown  to  come  from  any  book 
of  records,  and  as  to  its  recital  that  the  secretary,  and  a  large 
stockholder,  said  to  have  acted  as  chairman,  were  present,  is 
contradicted  by  the  testimony  of  persons  who  were  at  the  meet- 
ing, fails  to  prove  any  such  proceedings  by  the  company.'^  A 
corporation  is  not  bound,  as  to  third  persons,  by  interpolations 
fraudulently  inserted  in  its  records,  if  the  third  persons  have 
not  acted  on,  or  seen  or  known  of  the  existence  of  the  matters 
interpolated  and  appearing  to  be  a  part  of  the  records.'" 

he  must  be   bound  by  these  rec-  Lodge  of  Knights  of  Honor  (1887), 

ords  and  the  action  of  his  society  29  Fed.  Rep.  770. 

in   that   regard;    especially   when  ss  Brown   v.   Dibble    (1887),    65 

he  has  exercised  his  right  of  ap-  Mich.  520. 

peal  to  a  higher  lodge,   and   the  se  Holden   v.   Hoyt    (1883),    134 

action  of  which  he  complains  has  Mass.  181.    Vide  supra,  §§  108-117, 

been    aflBrmed    by    the    appellate  Corporate    Records,    Minutes    or 

tribunal.     Hawkshaw  v.   Supreme  Meetings. 
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Failure  to  elect  oflScers  as  ground  for  dissolution,  or  forfeiture. 
Chapter  55,  Sections  1315,  683. 

§  686.  Corporate  elections  may  be  held  anywhere  in  the 
State. — If  the  charter  allows  the  corporate  elections  to  be  held 
where  fixed  by  the  by-laws,  such  an  election  may  be  held  any- 
where in  the  State,  whether  or  not  at  the  company's  principal 
place  of  business.^ 


1  Union,  etc.  Bank  v.  Scott,  53  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  65  (1900). 
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§  687.  Qualifications  of  voters. — In  companies  and  associa- 
tions, not  having  capital  stock,  the  quaHfications  of  voters  at  cor- 
porate meetings  are  generally  prescribed  by  the  by-laws  of  the 
organization.  It  is  not  every  "member"  of  such  associations  that 
is  entitled  to  participate  in  its  corporate  meetings.^  There  are 
but  few  examples,  however,  of  companies  having  capital  stock 
where  any  other  qualification  than  the  bona  fide  ownership  of 
shares  and  registration  for  a  certain  number  of  days  prior  to  the 
corporate  meeting,  is  required  of  persons  offering  to  take  part 
therein,^  the  right  to  vote  at  corpor9.t€  meetings  being  incident 
to  the  ownership  of  shares,  both  by  natural  persons,*  and  by  other 
companies  or  corporations,  municipal  or  private.^  And  this  right 
is  not  to  be  impaired  by  any  by-law  of  the  corporation."  But 
a  railroad  company,  in  issuing  certificates  of  preferred  stock,  can 
stipulate  that  the  holders  shall  not  have,  or  exercise  the  right  to- 
vote  at  any  meeting  of  the  holders  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
company.''  The  best  evidence  of  ownership  is  the  registration  of 
the  stockholder  upon  the  corporate  books.^ 


'  Tide  cases  cited  in  notes  to 
§§  555,  1411. 

3  See,  for  example,  the  New 
York  General  Incorporation  Act, 
N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564,  |§  54 
et  seg.,  and  the  General  Railway 
Act,  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140, 
§  5. 

*  A  stockholder  is  entitled  to 
vote  upon  stock  isued  hy  way  of 
dividend  as  well  as  upon  his  orig- 
inal shares.  Bailey  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  22  Wall.  604,  637.  As  to 
whether  scrip  certificates  issued 
by  way  of  dividend  can  be  voted, 
see  Bailey  v.  Railroad  Co.,  22 
Wall.  604,  635.  But  see  State  v. 
Hunton,  28  Vt.  594,  from  which 
it  would  seem  that  a  statutory  re- 
striction of  the  right  to  citizens  of 
the  state  may  be  constitutional. 

eKreiger  v.  Shelby  R.  Co.,  84 
Ky.  66  (1886),  per  Pryor,  J.  As 
to  votes  upon  stock  held  by  part- 
ners, see  Kenton  Furnace,  Rail- 
road &  Manuf.  Co.  v.  McAlpin,  5 
Fed.  Rep.  737;  Hardy  v.  Norfolk 
Manuf.  Co.,  80  Va.  404;  Allen  v. 
Hill,  16  Cal.  113.  In  England  if 
several  persons  be  jointly  entitled 


to  a  share,  the  person  whose- 
name  stands  first  in  the  register 
of  shareholders  as  one  of  the- 
holders  of  such  share  shall,  for 
the  purpose  of  voting  at  any  meet- 
ing, be  deemed  the  sole  proprietor 
thereof;  and  on  all  occasions  the- 
vote  of  such  first-named  share- 
holder, either  in  person  or  by- 
proxy,  shall  be  allowed  as  the 
vote  in  respect  ot  such  share, 
without  proof  of  the  concurrence 
of  the  other  holders  thereof.  8- 
Vic,  ch.  16,  §  78.  Gf.  Hoppin  v. 
Buftum,  9  R.  I.  513,  11  Am.  Rep, 
291;  In  re  St.  Lawrence  Steam- 
boat Co.,  44  N.  J.  529;  Downing  v. 
Potts,  23  N.  J.  66. 

0  Brewster  v.  Hartley  (1869),  3T 
Cal.  15,  24,  99  Am.  Dec.  237;  Peo- 
ple V.  Kip,  4  Cow.  382,  n.;  Rex  v. 
Spencer,  3  Burr.  1827. 

^  Miller  V.  Batterman,  24  N.  B.^ 
Rep.  496  (Ohio,  1890). 

s  Registration  as  owner  of  the- 
shares  being  usually  held  conclu- 
sive of  the  right  to  vote  thereon. 
Ex  parte  Willcocks  (1827),  7  Cow.. 
402,  17  Am.  Dec.  525;  Beckett  v.^ 
Houston,    32    Ind.    393;    State    v. 
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Stockholder  having  a  personal  interest. — The  ownership  of 
stock  creates  no  fiduciary  relation  between  the  stockholder  and 
the  corporation."  His  right  to  vote  upon  any  measure  is  there- 
fore not  affected  by  his  personal  interest  in  it ;  as,  to  vote  himself 
a  salary  as  an  officer,"  or  to  purchase  property  from  himself.^^ 

§  688.  Stockholder's  right  to  vote  at  corporate  meetings. — ■ 
The  manner  of  electing  directors  and  officers  of  corporations,  is 
regulated  largely  by  custom,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  positive 
law  on  the  subject,  all  that  is  necessary  is  that  the  will  of  the 
members  be  accurately  ascertained.^^  The  presumption  of  reg- 
ularity is  applicable  to  corporate  elections,^'  and  in  the  absence 


Ferris,  42  Conn.  560,  568;  Vanden-' 
burgh  V.  Broadway  Ry.  Co.,  29 
Hun,  348,  355;  In  re  Mohawk,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  19  Wend.  135;  In  re  Long 
Island  R.  Co.,  19  Wend.  37,  32  Am. 
Dec.  429;  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.,  ch.  18, 
title  4,  §  5;  McNeil  v.  Tenth  Na- 
tional Bank  (1871),  46  N.  Y.  325, 
7  Am.  Rep.  340;  People  v.  Robin- 
son (1883),  64  Cal.  373;  Mosseaux 
V.  ^Urquhart,  19  La.  Ann.  482; 
Savage  v.  Ball,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  142; 
Greenville,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Coleman, 
5  Rich.  118;  State  v.  Leete,  16  Nev. 
242;  Pender  v.  Lushington,  6  Ch. 
Div.  70;  Birmingham,  etc.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Locke,  1  Q.  B.  256;  Johnston  v. 
Jones  (1872),  23  N.  J.  Bq.  216, 
228;  Downing  v.  Botts,  23  N.  J. 
66;  Hoppin  v.  BufEum  (1870),  9 
R.  I.  510,  11  Am.  Rep.  291;  State 
v.  Pettineli  (1875),  10  Nev.  141. 
Cf.  In  re  North  Shore  Staten  Is- 
land Ferry  Co.  (1872),  63  Barb. 
556;  Smith  v.  American  Coal  Co., 
7  Lans.  317.  But  see  People  v. 
Devin,  17  111.  84,  where  it  is  held 
that  the  true  owner  must  be  al- 
lowed to  vote  whether  registered 
or  not.  Strong  v.  Smith,  15  Hun, 
222.  Of.  Allen  v.  Hill,  16  Cal.  113. 
"In  all  cases  where  the  right  of 
voting  upon  any  share  or  shares 
of  the  stock  of  any  incorporated 
company  of  this  state  shall  be 
questioned,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  inspectors  of  the  elections 
to  require  the  transfer  books  of 
said  company  as  evidence  of  stock 
ield  in  the  said  company,  and  all 
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such  shares  as  may  appear  stand- 
ing thereon  in  the  name  of  any 
person  6r  persons  shall  be  voted 
on  by  such  person  or  persons  di- 
rectly by  themselves,  or  by  proxy, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  incorporation."  2  N.  Y.  Rev. 
Stat.  (7th  ed.)  1535.  See,  also, 
N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564,  §  54. 

9  Gamble  v.  Queen's,  etc.  Co.,  123 
N.  Y.  91,  9  L.  R.  A.  527;  Bjorn- 
gaard  v.  Goodhue  Co.  Bank,  49 
Minn.  483. 

10  In  re  Rochester,  etc.  Co.,  40 
Hun  (N.  Y.),  172.  Tide,  §§  688, 
788. 

11  Gamble  v.  Queen's  Co.,  123  N, 
Y.  91,  9  L.  R.  A.  527. 

12  In  re  Chenango  County  Ins. 
Co.  (1838),  19  Wend.  634;  Fox  v. 
Allensville,  etc.  Turnpike  Co.,  46 
Ind.  31;  Philips  v.  Weckham,  1 
Paige,  590  (1829).  At  a  meeting 
of  stockholders  called  to  elect  di- 
rectors under  Ohio  Rev.  St.,  §  3246, 
the  right  to  choose  the  inspectors 
of  election  is  vested  in  the  stock- 
holders and  not  in  the  directors. 
State  V.  Merchant  (1881),  37  Ohio 
St.  251. 

13  Hathaway  v.  Addison,  48  Me. 
440.  In  an  election  for  directors, 
where  there  is  no  proof  that  there 
were  not  enough  votes  cast  to 
elect,  and  the  directors  elected  re- 
ceived all  the  votes  cast,  there  is 
no  presumption  that  the  votes 
cast  were  not  sufficient  to  elect. 
Beardsley  v.  Johnson  (1888),  49 
Hun,  607. 
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of  positive  proof  of  irregularities  amounting  to  a  suppression  of 
the  will  of  the  electors,  the  courts  are  reluctant  to  question  the 
validity  of  the  prooceedings.^*  Although  it  is  not  lawful  to  open 
the  poll  at  an  election  of  directors,  before  the  time  fixed  in  the 
notice,  yet,  after  the  election  has  commenced,  it  is  not  improper 
for  the  inspectors  to  keep  it  open  as  long,  within  a  reasonable 
discretion,  as  is  necessary  to  receive  the  votes  of  all  the  stock- 
■  holders  present,  ready  and  offering  to  vote.^°  "Every  principle 
of  construction  is  in  favor  of  full  time,  otherwise  business  may 
be  badly  done  by  being  hurried,  or  embarrassed,  and  defeated  by 
the  raising  of  dilatory  objections,  and  protracted  examination  and 
discussion."^'  The  rights  of  duly  elected  directors,  whom  the 
presiding  officer  declines  to  recognize  as  such,  are  not  affected  by 
an  irregular  and  unofficial  meeting,  reorganized  by  those  remaining 
after  adjournment  of  the  meeting  at  which  they  were  elected,  their 
rights  being  derived  from  the  election  alone.^^  Where,  at  a 
stockholders'  meeting  for  the  election  of  directors  of  the  corpora- 
tion, certain  persons  receive  the  requisite  number  of  votes,  the 
fact  that  the  presiding  officer  insists  on  counting  certain  votes 
otherwise  than  as  they  should  be  counted,  announces  the  result 
of  the  election  to  be  otherwise  than  as  it  really  is,  issues  certifi- 
cates of  election  to  those  not  entitled  to  them,  and  declares  the 
meeting  adjourned,  although  a  majority  vote  against  adjourn- 
ment, in  no  way  affects  the  rights  as  directors  of  those  in  fact 
elected.^^  The  provision  of  the  New  York  statute  requiring 
directors  of  corporations  to  be  elected  annually,  is  applicable  to  all 

14  On  an  information  in  the  nat-  spondents   were   at  least   entitled 

Tire  of  a  quo  warranto,  to  t^st  re-  to  hold  their  oflSce  until   others, 

spondents'    title    to    the    office    of  having  a  better  right  to  the  office, 

trustees    of    an    incorporated    re-  were  chosen.    People  v.  Nappa,  45 

ligious   society,   It   appeared   that  N.  "W.  Rep.  355  (Mich.  1890).   But 

notice  was  given  for  the  regular  ■uitJe  infra,  §  302. 

election   after  the   morning   serv-  lo  people  v.  Albany  £  S.  R.  Co. 

ice;    that,   owing  to  some  distur-  (1869),   55  Barb.  344,  361,  citing 

bance,  the  chairman  of  the  board  In  re  Long  Island  R.  Co.   (1838), 

of  trustees  adjourned  the  meeting  19  Wend.  37. 

of  his  own  motion;    that  several  le/n  re  Mohawk,  etc.  R.  Co.,  19 

members    announced    that    there  Wend.  135   (1838);  Rex  v.  Mayor, 

would  be  a  meeting  in  the  after-  etc.  of  Carmathen,  1  Maule  &  S. 

noon;    that   in   the   afternoon   re-  697;  People  v.  Albany,  etc.  R.  Co. 

ispondents     were     elected     at     a  (1869),  55  Barb.  344. 

meeting    at    which    the    regular  it  State  v.    Smith,   15   Oreg.   98 

chairman  refused  to  preside.    But  (1887). 

it  was  held  that,  though  the  elec-  is  state  v.  Smith,  15  Oreg.  98,  14 

tion  may  have  been  irregular,  re-  Pac.  814,  15  Pac.  137. 
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corporations  not  excluded  from  its  operation  expressly,  or  by- 
necessary  implication.  The  omission  of  a  corporation  to  provide, 
by  a  by-law,  for  an  election,  does  not  affect  the  case.  Where, 
therefore,  an  election  is  had  more  than  a  year  after  a  previous 
election,  or  after  organization,  shareholders  who  acquired  their 
stock  after  the  expiration  of  a  year,  are  not  entitled  to  vote  upon 
it  at  the  election.^'  In  an  action  by  stockholders  against  the  of- 
ficers of  the  corporation,  to  oust  the  latter  from  office,  the  plaintiffs 
claimed  that  the  capital  stock  had  been  illegally  increased.  It 
appeared  that  defendants  were  the  legal  officers  prior  to  a  meet- 
ing of  stockholders  in  1885,  and  had  managfed  the  affairs  of  the 
corporation  since  its  creation.  At  the  meeting  in  1885  defendants 
received  votes  representing  not  only  a  majority  of  the  capital 
stock  after  the  increase,  but  also  a  majority  of  the  original  issue ; 
and  it  was  held  that  they  were  legally  elected.^"  At  common 
law,  and  before  the  creation  of  joint-stock  corporations,  each 
member  of  the  corporation  was  entitled  to  only  one  vote,  inasmuch 
as  each  member  had  an  equal  interest  in  the  corporation.^^  Now, 
whether  or  not  it  is  so  provided  by  statute,  it  is  the  common 
usage  to  allow  the  shareholder  one  vote  for  each  share  of  stock 
he  legally  holds.^^  A  corporation  may  so  change  the  common 
law  rule  by  by-law.^^  Prima  facie,  the  legal  title  to  shares  is  in 
the  person  who  appears  on  the  books  of  the  company  as  holder 
and  owner,  and  he  is  entitled  to  vote  such"  shares,^*  notwithstand- 
ing the  fact  may  be  that  he  is  only  trustee,  or  pledgee  for  the 
real  owner  f^  or,  that  no  such  certificate  has  been  issued  to  him 
for  the  shares ;  or,  that  he  does  not  produce  it  f^  or,  that  the  stock 
is  not  paid  for  f  or,  that  he  is  a  non-resident  f^  or,  that  he  has 
made  conditional  sale  of  his  stock.^"  The  by-laws,  without  the 
stockholders'  assent  thereto,  cannot  restrict  his  right  to  vote  his 

19  Vandenburgh     "v.     Broadway  2*  In  re  Argus  Printing  Co.,   1 
Underground,  etc.  Ry.  Co.   (1883),      N.  D.  435,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  639. 

29    Hun,    348,    construing    N.    Y._  ^^In  re  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  19 

Laws    of    1850,    ch.    140,    §    5,  as"  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  37,  32  Am.  Dec.  429. 

amended  by  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1854,  28  Beckett   v.    Houston,   32    Ind. 

ch.  282.  393. 

20  Byers  V.  Rollins  (Colo.  1889),  27  Dawning   v.    Potts.    23    N.    J. 
21  Pac.  Rep.  894,  Law,  66. 

21  Taylor  v.  Griswold,  14  N.   J.  28  Commonwealth    v.    Detwiller, 
Law,  222,  27  Am.  Dec.  33.  131  Pa.  St.  614. 

22  In  re  Rochester,  etc.  Co.,  40  29  State  v.  McDaniel,  22  Ohio  St. 
Hun  (N..Y.),  172.  354. 

23  Commonwealth    v.    Detwiller, 
131  Pa.  St.  614,  7  L.  R.  A.  357. 


1012  ,  ELECTIONS.  [§§689,690. 

shares  as  provided  by  the  charter,  or  impose  unreasonable  restric- 
tions upon  the  exercise  of  his  right.'"  At  common  law,  each 
stockholder  in  a  corporation,  regardless  of  the  number  of  shares 
he  holds,  has  the  right  to  only  one  vote."^  It  follows  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  statutory  provision  on  the  subject,  the  by-laws 
may  fix  the  number  of  votes  a  shareholder  may  cast.'''  The  right 
of  a  stockholder  to  vote  his  stock  upon  any  matter,  is  not  affected 
by  his  personal  interest  therein,  separate  from  that  of  other  share- 
holders."' The  right  to  vote  stock  in  a  corporation  is  in  the  legal 
owner  of  the  stock  as  appears  upon  the  books  of  the  corpora- 
tion.'* While  stockholders  owe  good  faith  to  one  another  in 
the  management  of  the  corporate  affairs,  they  do  not  stand  to- 
ward each  other  in  a  fiduciary  relation  within  the  rule  governing 
directors,  that,  having  authority  from 'another  to  purchase  or  sell 
they  cannot  purchase  from,  nor  sell  to  themselves.  Stockholders 
are  not  trustees  or  agents  for  one  another,  in  the  matter  of  voting 
upon  any  proposition  that  may  come  before  a  meeting  of  the 
stockholders.  In  voting,  each  must  be  guided  by  his  own  judg- 
ment as  to  what  is  for  the  best  interest  of  the  corporation.  The 
fact  that  he  may  have  a  personal  interest,  separate  from  the 
others,  or  from  that  of  the  corporation,  in  the  matter  to  be  voted 
upon,  does  not  affect  his  right  to  vote.  But  the  majority  can  not 
use  their  power  to  vote  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the 
minority.'' 

§  689.  Bondholders,  and  other  creditors,  cannot  vote. — 
Bondholders,  or  other  creditors,  even  with  consent  of  all  the  stock- 
holders, can  not  be  given  the  right  to  vote  at  corporate  meetings, 
if  there  is  anything  in  the  charter  or  general  law  inconsistent  with 
or  contrary  thereto ;  as,  to  vote  for  directors,  where  it  is  provided 
that  they  shall  be  elected  by  the  stockholders." 

§  690.  Right  of  trustees  to  vote. — A  trustee,  while  so  ap- 
pearing upon  the  books,  has  the  right  to  vote  the  shares  of  his 
beneficiary.'^     It  is  against  public  policy  to  permit  the  holder  of 

30  People's,  etc.  Bank  v.  Supe-  37;  Bllnn  v.  Gillett,  208  111.  App. 
rior  Court,  104  Cal.  649,  43  Am.  St.      473. 

Rep.  147.  3iidem. 

31  Taylor  V.  Griswold  (18S4),  14  ss  Bjomgaard  v.  Goodhue  Co. 
N.  J.  L.  222.  Bank  (1892),  49  Minn.  483. 

32  Prootor,  etc.  Co.  v.  Flnley,  98  so  Durkee  v.  People,  155  111.  354, 
Ky.  405  (1895),  33  S.  W.  188.  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  340. 

33  Blinn  v.  Riggs,  110   111.  App.  st  Commonwealth  v.  Dalzell,  152 

Pa.  St.  217,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  640. 
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the  bare  legal  title,  having  no  interest  in  the  prosperity  of  the 
enterprise,  to  participate  in  its  management.'*  Exceptions,  how- 
ever, are  made  in  the  case  of  executors,  administrators''  and 
trustees.^"  But  a  trustee  holding  stock  for  the  corporation  itself, 
is  not. qualified  to  vote  thereon.*^  It  is  against  public  policy  that 
the  officers  of  the  company,  or  persons  holding  shares  of  its  own 
stock  for  it,  in  trust,  should  be  permitted,  by  voting  at  corporate 
meetings,  to  influence  the  action  taken  or  to  control  the  election 
of  officers  and  directors.^^    Whoever  appears  by  the  corporate 


38  Thus,  In  New  York,  "every 
person  offering  to  vote  may  be 
challenged  by  any  other  person 
authorized  to  vote  at  the  same 
election;  and  to  every  person  so 
challenged,  one  of  the  .Inspectors 
shall  administer  the  following 
oath:  You  do  swear  (or  affirm) 
that  the  shares  on  which  you  now 
offer  to  vote  do  not  belong  and 
are  not  hypothecated  to  (naming 
the  corporation  for  which  the 
election  is  held),  and  that  they 
are  not  hypothecated  or  pledged 
to  any  other  corporation  or  per- 
son whatever;  that  such  shares 
have  not  been  transferred  to  you 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  you 
to  vote  thereon  at  this  election, 
and  that  you  have  not  contracted 
to  sell  or  transfer  them  upon  any 
condition,  agreement,  or  under- 
standing in  relation  to  your  man- 
ner of  voting  at  this  election." 
N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  (7th  ed.)  1369, 
1370;  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1880,  ch.  &10, 
§  2.  See,  also,  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890, 
ch.  564,  §  54.  In  that  state  any 
person  offering  to  vote  as  agent, 
attorney  or  proxy  for  another 
shall,  if  required  by  the  inspector 
of  election,  take  and  subscribe  a,n 
oath  to  the  effect  that  he  believes 
that  the  stock  upon  which  he  of- 
fers to  vote,  is  truly  and  in  good 
faith  vested  in  and  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  person  in  whose 
name  they  stand.  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
1880,  eh.  510,  §  2.  And  in  Virginia 
when  a  vote  is  offered  to  be  given 
upon  stock  transferred  within 
Sixty  days  before  the  meeting.  If 


any  person  present  object  to  the 
vote,  It  cannot  be  counted,  unless 
the  stockholder  make  oath  that 
the  stock  on  which  such  vote  Is 
to  be  given  is  held  by  him  bona 
fide.    Va.  Code  (1873),  p.  548. 

39  Under  Revision  of  New  Jer- 
sey, 184,  §  39,  authorizing  execu- 
tors or  administrators  holding 
stock  to  vote  as  stockholders,  no 
formal  transfer  or  entry  on  the 
company's  books  Is  necessary  to 
enable  them  to  do  So.  In  re  Cape 
May  &  D.  B.  N.  Co.  (N.  J.  1889), 
16  Atl.  Rep.  191. 

40  Tide  infra,  §§  704a,  704c,  et 
supra.  §  593.  As  to  votes  by  trus- 
tees, see  further  In  re  Barker,  6 
Wend.  509  (1831);  In  re  North 
Shore  Staten  Island  Ferry  Co.,  63 
Barb.,  556  (1872);  Ex  parte 
Holmes  (1826),  5  Cow.  426;  In  re 
Mohawk  &  Hudson  R.  Co.  (1838), 
19  Wend.  135;  Conant  v.  Millau- 
don  (1850),  5  La.  Ann.  542; 
Crease  v.  Babcock  (1846),  10  Mete. 
525,  545;  Brewster  v.  Hartley,  37 
Cal.  15  (1869),  99  Am.  Dec.  237; 
Wilson  V.  Central  Bridge  (1870), 
9  R.  I.  590;  Hoppin  v.  Buffum,  9 
R.  I.  513  (1870),  11  Am.  Rep.  291; 
Pender  v.  Lushington,  6  Ch.  Div. 
70.  Cf.  Ex  parte  Holmes  '(1826), 
5  Cow.  426;  Stewart  v.  Mahoney 
Mining  Co.  (1880),  54  Cal.  149. 

41  American  Railway  Frog  Co.  v. 
Haven  (1869),  101  Mass.  398,  3 
Am.  Rep.  377,  holding  that  officers 
so  elected  may  be  removed  by  a 
court  of  equity. 

i^Ex  parte  Holmes  (1826),  5 
Cow.   426;    Ex   t>arte   Desdoity,   1 
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books  to  be  absolute  owner  of  stock  has  the  right  to  vote  it,  and 
if  the  holder  so  appears  upon  the  books  as  trustee,  he  may  vote 
the  stock  until  the  beneficiary  shall  have  it  registered  in  his  own- 
name.*^  Unless  .otherwise  provided,  the  corporate  books  are 
only  prima  facie  evidence  of  title  to  the  stock;  the  real  owner,, 
upon  proof  of  his  ownership,  is  entitled  to  vote  the  shares,  as 
against  the  transferee  on  the  books,  who  is  only  trustee  or  mort- 
gagee.''* Where  no  provision  requires  transfers  to  be  made,  only 
on  the  books,  the  transferee,  producing  evidence  of  the  transfer, 
is  entitled  to  vote,  although  the  shares  appear  on  the  books  in  the 
name  of  the  transferrer.*^ 

§  691.  Pledger's  and  pledgee's  right  to  vote. — In  case  of 
pledge  of  stock,  the  rule  governs  that  the  right  to  vote  stock  fol- 
lows the  ownership;  so  long  as  that  remains  in  the  pledgor,  he 
has  the  right  to  vote  the  stock.*°  If  upon  the  corporate  books: 
the  pledgee  appears  as  full  owner,  he  may  vote  the  stock,  if  no- 
objection  is  made  by  the  pledgor,  otherwise  the  latter  may  vote 
it  upon  showing  evidence  of  the  pledge.*''  The  pledged  stock 
belonging  to  the  corporation  can  not  be  voted.** 

§  692.  Executor's ,  right  to  vote. — An  executor  is  entitled 
to  vote  shares  belonging  to  the  decedent's  estate,  until  its  dis- 
tribution to  heirs,  legatees  or  creditors.*'  It  is  immaterial 
whether  the  executor  derives  his  letters  of  probate  from  a  court 
of  the  incorporating  State,  or. from  a  foreign  court.^" 

Wend.   98;    United   States   v.   Co-  *oln  re  Argus  Printing  Co.,   1 

lumblan  Ins.  Co.,  3  Cr.  C.  C.  266;  N.  D.  435,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  639. 

Vail  V.  Hamilton  (1881),  85  N.  Y.  47  Franklin  Bank  v.  Commercial 

453;    Mosseaux    v.    Urquhart,-   19  Bank,  36  Ohio  St.  350,  38  Am.  Rep. 

La.  Ann.  482;   American  Railway  594. 

Frog    Co.    V.    Haven    (1869),    101  ^s  Brewster  v.  Hartley,  37  CaU 

Mass.  398,  3  Am.  Rep.  377;   State  15,  99  Am.  Dec.  237. 

V.   Smith,  48  Vt.  266;    New  Eng-  49  Schmidt  v.  Mitchell,  101  Ky. 

j  land  Mutual,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Phil-  570,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  427. 

lips    (1886),   141   Mass.    535;    Mc-  bo /jt  re  Cape  May  &  D.  B.  N.  Co. 

Neely  v.  Woodruff  (1833),  13  N.  J.  (N.    J.    1889),    16   Atl.    Rep.    191, 

352.     Of.  Taylor  v.  Miami  Export-  holding  that  an  executor  having 

ing  Co.,  6  Ohio,  176,  5  Ohio,  162,  letters  of  probate  granted  at  tha 

22  Am.  Dec.  785;  Frazer  v.  What-  testator's  domicile  is  the  holder  of 

ley,  2  Hem.  &  M.  10.  stock  within  the  meaning  of  Re- 

43  Commonwealth  v.  Dalzell,  152  vision  of  New  Jersey,  184,  §  39, 
Pa.  St.  217,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  640.  and  on  producing,  in  another  state, 

44  Smith  V.  San  Francisco,  etc.  before  the  inspectors  of  an  elec- 
Co.,  115  Cal.  584,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  tion  for  directors,  an  exemplified 
119.  copy  of  such  letters,  is  entitled  by 

45  People  V.  Devin,  17  111.  84.  virtue  of  the  principles  of  comity 
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§  693.  Partners  as  voters. — Partnership  stock  may  be  voted 
by  either  partner."  A  surviving  partner  is  entitled  to  vote  stock 
belonging  to  the  partnership."^  Neither  partner  .can  vote  such 
stock  where  they  disagree  as  to  the  vote."' 

§  694.  When  a  bankrupt  may  vote. — A  bankrupt,  may  vote 
stock  while  it  stands  in  his  name  on  the  books,  although  the  title 
thereto,  under  the  bankrupt  law,  has  passed  to  the  assignee  in 
bankruptcy."*     Partnership  stock  may  be  voted  by  either  partner."" 

§  695.  The  right  of  a  corporation  to  vote  its  own  shares. — 
Stock  unissued,  or  purchased  by  the  corporation,  or  otherwise 
belonging  to  it  or  pledged  to  it,  can  not  be  voted  by  the  corpora- 
tion, or  by  any  trustee,  until  issued  or  reissued."' 

§  696.  Right  of  other  corporations  to  vote. — A  corporation, 
by  its  proper  officers,  may  vote  stock,  absolutely  owned  by  it  in 
another  corporation,  when  so  authorized  expressly  by  charter  or 
statute."''  A  private  corporation  can  not  vote  stock  in  another 
corporation,  unless  expressly  authorized  so  to  do  by  the  legis- 
lature."' 

§  697.  Conduct  of  elections. — The  chairman,  secretary, 
clerks  or  inspectors,  unless  it  be  expressly  required,  do  not  need 
to  be  stockholders."' 

§  698.  What  constitutes  a  quorum  at  corporate  meetings. — 
When  a  majority  of  all  the  board  is  present  at  a  meeting,  that 
constitutes  a  quorum;  a  majority  of  that  quorum  is  competent  to 
act  and  bind  the  board,  although  of  the  whole  board  they  are 
only  a  minority.""  A  quorum  is  presumed  to  have  been  present 
at  a  directors'  meeting.  One  accepting  in  good  faith  a  mortgage 
or  other  contract  from  a  corporation  will  be  protected,  although 

to  vote  on  stock  standing  in  the  Be  Brewster  v.   Hartley,  37  Cal. 

testator's  name  on  the  company's  15,  99  Am.  Dec.  237. 

books.     As  to  votes  by  executors  5?  Rogers  v.  Nashville,  etc.  Co., 

apd    administrators,    see    further,  33  C.  C.  A.  517,  91  Fed.  299. 

In  re  North  Shore  Staten  Island  se  McGinness,  etc'  Co.  v.  Boston, 

Perry  Co.    (1872),    63'Barb.   556;  etc.  Co.  (Mont.  1904),  75  Pac.  80. 

Middlebrook  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  3  b9  stebbins  v.  Merritt,  64  Mass. 

Keyes,   135;    N.  Y.  Laws  of  1848,  27. 

ch.  40,  §  17.  soLeavitt  v.  Oxford,  etc.  Co.,  3 

51  People  V.  Hill,  16  Cal.  113.  Utah,  265   (1883);   Buell  v.  Buck- 

52 People  T.  Hill,  16  Cal.  113.  ingham     (1864),    16    Iowa,     284; 

53  Tunis  V.  Hestonville,  etc.  Co.,  State  v.   Dillon    (1890),   125   Ind. 
149  Pa.  St.  70,  15  L.  R.  A.  665.  65;    Rushville    Gas    Co.   y.    Rush- 

54  State  V.  Ferris,  42  Conn.  560.  ville  (1889),  121  Ind.  206. 

55  Kenton,  etc.  Co.  v.  McAlpin,  5 
Fed.  737. 
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there  were  to  him  unknown  irregularities  in  the  calling  or  hold- 
ing of  the  directors'  meeting  which  voted  the  mortgage.*^  A 
quorum  is  such  a  number  of  the  members  of  a  body  as  is  necessary 
to  the  transaction  of  business  at  a  meeting  thereof.'^  Less  than 
that  number  may  meet  and  adjourn  from  day  to  day,  but  can  not 
bind  the  body  by  any  action  which  they  may  take.°^  The  number 
of  directors  or  of  members  of  a  corporation,  necessary  to  con- 
stitute a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business  at  corporate  meet- 
ings, is  frequently  prescribed  by  the  by-laws  of  the  company, 
either  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  from  such  provisions 
as  that  a  majority  vote  shall  be  necessary  to  determine  the  action 
of  the  body."*  And  under  a  by-law  directing  that  no  business 
shall  be  transacted  at  any  meeting  of  the  stockholders  unless  a 
majority  of  the  stock  is  represented,  it  is  held  that  even  though 
the  whole  number  of  shares  into  which  the  capital  stock  is  divided 
has  not  been  taken,  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  must  be 


ei  Louisville,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Louis- 
ville T.  Co.  (1899),  174  U.  S.  552; 
Schultze  V.  Van  Doren  (N.  J. 
1902),  53  Atl.  815. 

62  Citizens'  Mutual,  etc.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Shortwell  (1864),  8  Allen,  217; 
In  re  Homer  District  Consol.  G. 
Mines,  Limited  (1888),  4  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  143,  39  Ch.  Biv.  546; 
Tennessee  &  Coosa  R.  Co.  v.  Bast 
Alabama  Ry.  Co.  (1883),  73  Ala. 
426. 

63  The  English  Compapies 
Clauses  Act  of  1845  prescribes 
that  in  order  to  constitute  a  meet- 
ing (whether  ordinary  or  extraor- 
dinary) there  shall  be  present, 
personally  or  by  proxy,  the  pre- 
scribed quorum,  and  if  no  quorum 
be  prescribed  then  shareholders 
holding  in  the  aggregate  not  less 
than  one-twentieth  of  the  capital 
of  the  company,  and  being  in 
number  not  less  than  one  for 
every  five  hundred  pounds  of  such 
required  proportion  of  capital,  un- 
less such  number  would  be  more 
than  twenty,  in  which  case  twenty 
shareholders,  holding  not  less 
than  one-twentieth  of  the  capital 
of  the  company,  shall  be  the 
quorum;   and  if  within  one  hour 


from  the  time  appointed  for  such 
meeting  the  said  quorum  be  not 
present  no  business  shall  be 
transacted  at  the  meeting,  other 
than  the  declaring  of  a  dividend, 
in  case  that  shall  be  one  of  the 
objects  of  the  meeting,  but  such 
meetings  shall,  except  In  the  case 
of  a  meeting  for  the  election  of 
directors,  hereinafter  mentioned, 
be  held  to  be  adjourned  sine  die. 
8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  72. 

64  Poster  V.  Mullanphy  Planing 
Mill  Co.  (1887),  92  Mo.  79;  Ells- 
worth Woolen  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Faunce 
(1887),  79  Me.  440.  "A  majority 
of  the  directors  of  any  corpora- 
tion convened  according  to  the  by- 
laws, shall  constitute  a  quorum 
for  the  transaction  of  business." 
Conn.  Gen.  Stat.  279,  §  12.  The 
provision  of  Conn.  Sess.  Laws  of 
1885,  p.  493,  that  the  assignment 
of  any  corporation  may  be  made 
by  the  directors  in  legal  meeting 
called  for  that  purpose  does  not 
change  this  rule  as  to  a  quorum. 
"There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  ma- 
jority of  the  directors  could  make 
a  valid  assignment."  Chase  v.  Tut- 
tle  (1887),  55  Conn.  455,  3  Am.  St 
Rep.  64  66. 
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represented  in  order  to  constitute  a  quorum.^"  It  is  only  neces- 
sary, however,  even  under  these  provisions  that  a  majority  shall 
be  present:  and  if  the  larger  number  of  that  majority  concur  in 
any  resolution,  it  is  sufficient  to  bind  the  corporation.^^  And,  gen- 
erally, a  majority  constitutes  a  quorum,  and  a  majority  of  the 
quorum  may  validly  act  and  control  the  meeting,  even  though  they 
be  a  minority  of  the  whole  number  entitled  to  attend  and  vote," 
or  even  a  minority  of  those  attending  where  all  present  do  not 
vote.  For  members  can  not  be  present  for  purposes  of  obstruc- 
tion, and  yet  be  considered  as  absent  when  the  vote  is  taken.'* 
In  the  case  of  directors,  who  occupy  a  fiduciary  relation  to  the 
company,  it  is  essential  that  the  majority  of  the  quorum  shall  be 


65  Bllswortli  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.  T. 
Faunce  (1887),  79  Me.  440.  In  this 
case  the  by-laws  provided  that 
"the  capital  stock  of  the  company 
shall  be  ten  thousand  dollars,  di- 
vided Into  four  hundred  shares  of 
twenty-five  dollars  each,"  and  that 
"no  business  shall  be  transacted 
at  any  meeting  of  the  stockhold- 
ers, unless  a  majority  of  the 
stock  is  represented,  except  to  or- 
ganize, the  meeting,  and  adjourn 
to  some  future  time."  And  it  was 
held  that,  although  only  two  hun- 
dred and  forty-three  shares  had 
been  subscribed  for,  it  required 
two  hundred  and  one  shares  to 
constitute  a  majority,  and  that  an 
election  of  directors  at  a  meeting 
where  less  than  that  number  was 
represented,  was  illegal. 

68  Craig  V.  First  Presb.  Church, 
88  Pa.  St.  42,  32  Am.  Rep.  417; 
Foster  v.  Mullanphy  Planing  Mill 
Co.   (1877),  92  Mo.  79. 

67  Field  V.  Field  (1832),  9  "Wend. 
394;  Sargent  V.  Webster  (1847),  13 
Met.  497,  46  Am.  Dec.  743;  Ex 
parte  Willcocks  (1827),  7  Cow. 
402,  17  Am.  Dec.  525;  People  v. 
Walker  (1856),  2  Abb.  Pr.  421, 
<1856)  23  Barb.  308;  St.  Louis  Col- 
onization Assn.  V.  Hennessy,  11 
Mo.  App.  555  (1882);  Angell  & 
Ames  on  Corporations,  §  464; 
Willcock  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
ilons,  §  66;    King  v.  Whitaker, -9 


Barn.  &  C.  648;  Gowen's  Appeal, 
10  Week.  N.  Cas.  85;  Common- 
wealth V.  Wickersham,  66  Pa.  St. 
134;  Brown  v.  Pacific  Mail  Steam- 
ship Co.  (1867),  5  Blatchf.  525; 
Craig  V.  First  Pres.  Church,  88 
Pa.  St.  42  (1878),  32  Am.  Rep. 
417;  In  re  St.  Mary's  Church,  7 
Serg.  &  R.  517  (1822);  Madison 
Ave.,  etc.  Church  v.  Baptist 
Church  (1867),  5  Robt.  (N.  Y.) 
649;  Dudley  v.  Kentucky  High 
School  (1871),  9  Bush,  578; 
Everett  v.  Smith,  22  Minn.  53; 
Gifford  V.  New  Jersey  R.  Co.,  10 
N.  J.  Ect.  171  (1854);  Durfee  v. 
Old  Colony,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1862),  5 
Allen,  230,  242;  New  Orleans,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Harris  (1854),  27  Miss. 
517,  537;  Columbia  Bottom,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Meier,  39  Mo.  53.  Cf.  Tread- 
well  V.  Salisbury  Manuf.  Co.,  7 
Gray,  393  (1856),  66  Am.  Dec. 
490;  Stevens  v.  Rutland,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1851),  27  Vt.  545;  Stevens  v. 
South  Devon  Ry.  Co.  (1851),  9 
Hare,  313. 

68  State  V.  Green,  37  Ohio  St. 
227;  Gowen's  Appeal,  10  Week.  N. 
Cas.  85.  But  see  Commonwealth 
V.  Wickersham,  66  Pa.  St.  134, 
an  earlier  case  than  the  Penn- 
sylvania case  cited  above.  Cf. 
Speaker  Reed's  rulings  in  the 
first  session  of  the  51st  Congress, 
Cong.  Rec.  of  Feb.  18,  1890. 


1018  ELECTIONS.  [§  699, 

disinterested  in  respect  of  the  matters  voted  upon."'  Thus,  a 
director  in  a  corporation  is  disqualified  to  vote  upon  a  resolution, 
authorizing  the  renewal  of  two  notes,  one  of  which  is  in  his  favor ; 
and  his  vote  can  not  be  counted  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  the 
resolution  as  to  the  other  note  in-  which  he  had  no  interest.'"'  Ii> 
directors'  meetings  the  majority  is  counted  per  capita;  and  also  in 
meetings  of  the  body  of  members  of  companies  and  associations 
not  having  capital  stock.  But  in  companies  having  capital  stock, 
it  is  a  majority  in  interest,  that  is,  persons  holding  a  majority  of 
the  shares  into  which  the  capital  stock  is  divided,  who  control 
the  action  of  the  meeting,''^  with  this  qualification,  however,  that 
even  though  a  person  own  enough  shares  to  constitute  a  quorum, 
he  can  not  hold  a  corporate  meeting  alone.  There  must  be  at 
least  two  to  constitute  a  "meeting."'^  He  can  not,  even  when 
owning  an  overwhelming  majority  of  shares,  bind  the  corporation 
by  his  individual  acts.''  Whether  he  may  do  so  when  holding 
the  entire  capital  stock,  has  been  differently  decided.'* 

§  699.  Inspectors  of  election. — A  vote  by  bondholders  for 
election  of  directors,  is  against  public  policy,  and  is  void,  where 
the  charter  provides  for  their  election  by  stockholders  only.'* 
Inspectors  of  election  are  appointed  by  the  stockholders  and  not 
by  the  directors.'®     The  decision  of  inspectors  may  be  set  aside 

«o  Smith  V.  Los  Angeles  Immi-  shares   held   by   him   beyond   the 

gration,  etc.  Assn.  (1889),  78  Cal.  first  hundred  shares;  provided  al- 

289,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  53.  ways,    that   no   shareholder   shall 

70  Smith  V.  Los  Angeles  Immi-  be  entitled  to  vote  at  any  meet- 
gration,  etc.  Assn.  (1889),  78  Cal.  ing  unless  he  shall  have  paid  all 
289,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  53.  the  calls  then  due  upon  the  shares 

71  Granger  v.  Grubb  (1870),  7  held  by  him."  8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  75. 
Phila.  3'50;  Hays  v.  Common-  72  England  v.  Dearborn  (1886), 
wealth,  82  Pa.  St.  518.  But  see  141  Mass.  59();  Sharpe  v.  Dawes 
Taylor  v.  Griswold,  3  Green,  122,  (1876),  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  104;  Hop- 
27  Am.  Dec.  33.  In  England  "at  kins  v.  Roseclare  Lead  Co.  (1874), 
all  general  meetings  of  the  com-  72  111.  373. 

pany   every   shareholder  shall   be  73 England  v.  Dearborn   (1886), 

entitled  to  vote  according  to  the  141  Mass.  590. 

prescribed    scale    of    voting,    and  74  Button  v.  Hoffman  (1884),  61 

where  no  such  scale  shall  be  pre-  Wis.   20,   50  Am.   Rep.  131,  holds 

scribed    [by   the  articles   of  asso-  that  he  may  not.     But   Swift  v. 

elation],    every   shareholder   shall  Smith  (1886),  65  Md.  428,  57  Am. 

have  one  vote  for  every  share  up  Rep.-  336,  holds  that  he  may. 

to  ten,  and  he  shall  have  an  addi-  75  Durkee  v.  People  (1895),  155 

tional  vote  for  every  five  shares  11,1.  354,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  340. 

beyond  the  first  ten  shares   held  70  Mitchell  v.  Colorado,  etc.  Co. 

by  him  up  to   one  hundred,   and  (1902),  117  Fed.  723. 
an  additional  vote  for  every  ten 
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for  fraud  in  rejection  of  proxies/^  Candidates  for  election  ma}' 
act  as  inspectors."  They  may  or  may  not  be  sworn."  Although 
required  to  be  by  ballot,  the  vote  will  be  viva  voce,  or  by  show  of 
hands,  if  no  objection  be  made  at  the  time.*"  Any  voter  may 
change  his  vote  before  final  result  is  announced."  All  votes  re- 
ceived by  the  inspectors  unchallenged,  must  be  counted.  Any 
vote  or  resolution  of  the  stockholders  may  be  reconsidered  and 
revoked,  before  rights  have  vested  under  it.^^ 

§  700.  Casting-vote.  Acceptance  of  election  or  appoint- 
ment is  presumed. — If  the  president  has  already  once  voted 
he  can  not  give  the  casting-vote,  in  case 'of  a  tie.^^  In  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  is  presumed  that  a  corporate 
officer  elected,  or  appointed,  has  accepted  the  office,  and  that  he 
was  legally  elected  or  appointed.^* 

§  701.  Voting  by  proxy. — As  directors  cannot  delegate  their 
powers,  they  can  not  vote  by  proxy.^"*  A  director  present  at  a 
meeting  and  not  voting,  is  coimted  as  having  voted  in  the  neg- 
ative.** Members  of  a  corporation  have  no  right  to  vote  by  proxy 
at  a  corporate  election,  unless  that  right  is  conferred  by  the  char- 
ter or  by-laws,*^  or  by  some  statute  of  the  incorporating  State.** 

TTTriesler  v.  Wilson  (1899),  89  Tudor,  5  Day,  329,  5  Am.  Dec.  162; 

Md.  169.  Phillips    v.    ■Wickham    (1829),    1 

7&EX    parte   Willcocks,    7    Cow.  Paige   Ch.    500;    People   v.   Twad- 

(N.  Y.)  402,  17  Am.  Dec.  525.  dell,  18  Hun,  427;  Harben  v.  Phil- 

78 /ji   re   Mohawk,    etc.    Co.,    19  lips,  23  Ch.  Div.  14,  22.     Cf.  Case 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  135.  of  the  Dean,  etc.  Femes,  Davies, 

so  San     Joaquin,     etc.     Co.     v.  129;   Attorney-General  v.  Scott,  1 

Beecher,  101  Cal.  70.  Ves.    413;    Brown  v.   Pacific  Mail 

SI  state  V.  McGann,  64  Mo.  App.  Steamship  Co.    (1867),  5  Blatchf. 

22s.  525;  Fisher  v.  Bush,  35  Hun,  641. 

S3  Terry  v.  Eagle  Lock  Co.,   47  ss  McKee  v.  Home,  etc.  Co.,   98: 

Conn.  141.  N.   W.    609    (Iowa,    1904);    N.   Y. 

83  Toronto,  etc.  Co.  v.  Blake,  2  Rev.  Stats.  (7th  ed.)  1369,  1370; 
Ont.  (Can.)  175  (1882);  State  v.  In  re  Election  of  St.  Lawrence- 
Curtis  (1874),  9  Nev.  325.  Steamboat  Co.,  44  N.  J.  529;  Gen- 

84  Danville,  etc.  Co.  v.  Brown,  90  eral  Railroad  Act  of  New  York,. 
Va.  340;  State  v.  Kupferle,  44  Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140,  §  5;  Me.. 
Mo.  154,  100  Am.  Dec.  265.  Rev.    Stats.    (1871),   p.   304,    §    5; 

85  State  V.  Perkins  (1901),  90  Mich.  Comp.  Laws  (1871),  p. 
Mo.  App.  603.  1148;    Ind.   Stats.    (1870),  p.  268;' 

86  Commonwealth  v.  Wicker-  R.  I.  Pub.  Stats.  (1882),  §  3;  Del. 
sham  (1870),  66  Pa.  St.  134.  Rev.    Code    (1874),   p.    376.     See, 

87  Commonwealth  v.  Bringhurst  generally,  Abbott  v.  American. 
(1884),  103  Pa.  St.  134,  49  Am.  Hard  Rubber  Co.,  33  Barb.  578; 
Rep.  119;  Craig  v.  First  Presby-  Harger  v.  McCullough,  2  Denio, 
terian  Church  (1878),  88  Pa.  St.  119,  122;  Haywood,  etc.  Plank 
42,    27    Am.    Dec.    33;     State    v.  Road     Co.     v.     Bryan,     6     Jones 
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But  an  injunction  should  not  be  granted  in  one  State,  to  restrain 
officers  of  a  corporation  from  voting  upon  proxies  of  the  stock- 
holders, at  an  approaching  meeting  of  stockholders  to  be  held  in 
another  State,  upon  an  allegation  that  voting  by  proxy  is  only 
legal  when  expressly  allowed  by  statute,  and  that  there  is  no  such 
statute  in  the  latter  State.  For  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the 
officers  of  the  corporation  will  proceed  legally,  and,  if  they  do 
not,  the  plaintiff  has  another  remedy.*'  It  has  been  questioned 
whether  it  be  within  the  province  of  the  by-laws  to  confer  the^ 
right  of  voting  by  proxy,""  but  it  would  seem  that  in  the  absence 
of  any  statute  to  the  c©ntrary,  the  right  may  be  thus  conferred."^ 
At  common  law,  no  vote  at  corporate  election  could  be  given,  ex- 
cept in  person,  and  this  is  still  the  rule.  No  by-law,  without  the 
consent  of  the  stockholder,  can  deprive  him  of  his  right,  or  restrict 
his  right  to  vote  by  proxy,  when  it  is  given  by  charter  or  general 
law."^  Only  the  legal  owner  of  the  stock  has  power  to  give  a 
proxy  to  vote  it;"^  or  his  trustee  or  pledgee  of  the  stock,  when 
he  is  entitled  to  vote  it,  may  do  so  by  proxy."*  Proxy  to 
vote  stock  belonging  to  a  decedent's  estate,  before  its  distribu- 
tion, can  be  given  only  by  his  executor."^  A  proxy  may  be  in 
any  forni  of  words  which  show  intention  to  empower  the  agent 

(N.  C.)   82;   Cumberland  Coal  Co.  minor,  he  may  vote  by  Ms  guard- 

V.    Sherman,    30   Barb.   533.     The  Ian  or  any  one  of  his  guardians; 

General  Incorporation  Act  of  New  and  every  such  vote  may  be  given 

York,  Laws  of  1890,  eh.  564,  §  54,  either  in  person  or  by  proxy.   The 

provides  that  stockholders  not  in  Companies  Clauses  Act  of  1845,  8 

default  in  payment  of  their  sub-  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  79. 

scriptions,    may    vote    by    proxy  so  Woodruff  v.  Dubuuqe  &  S.  C. 

upon,  shares  in  their  possession  or  R.  Co.  (1887),  30  Fed.  Rep.  91. 

control;   that  proxies  shall  be  re-  so  Taylor  v.  Griswold,  14  N.  J. 

vocable  at  pleasure,  and  shall  ex-  222,  27  Am.  Dec.  33,  annotated, 

pire  eleven  months  after  date,  un-  si  State  v.  Tudor,  5  Day,  329,  5 

less    otherwise    specified    therein.  Am.  Dec.  162;  People  v.  Crossley, 

No    person    shall    be    entitled    to  69  111.  195;  Philips  v.  Wickham,  1 

vote  as  a  proxy  unless  the  instru-  Paige,  598   (1829),  2  Kent's  Com. 

ment   appointing  him   have   been  294. 

transmitted  to  the  secretary  of  the  92  People's,   etc.    Bank   v.    Supe- 

company  for  a  period  prescribed  rior  Court,  104  Cal.  649,  43  Am.  St. 

by  the  charter,  or  if  no  period  be  Rep.  147;  In  re  Lighthall  Mfg.  Co., 

prescribed,  then  for  not,  less  than  47"Hun  (N.  Y.),  258. 

forty-eight  hours  before  the  time  as  Tunis  v.  Hestonville,  etc.  Co., 

appointed   for   holding   the   meet-  149  Pa.  St.  70,  15  L.  R.  A.  665. 

ing  at  which  the  proxy  is  to  be  »*  Scanlon  v.  Snow,  2  App.  D.  C. 

used.    8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  77.    If  any  137. 

shareholder  be  a  lunatic  or  idiot,  ss  Tunis  y.  Hestonville,  etc.  Co.. 

he   may   vote   by   his   committee;  149  Pa.  St.  70,  15  L.  R.  A.  665. 
and     if    any    shareholder    be    a 
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to  vote  the  stock."'  The  inspectors  can  not  determine  its  genuine- 
ness, or  reject  it  for  lack  of  date"  or  of  witness,  or  of  acknowledg- 
ment."* The  proxy  may  be  special  to  vote  at  a  particular  meet- 
ing, or  general  to  vote  at  any  and  all  stockholders'  meetings;  if 
only  the  former,  the  agent  may  vote  only  upon  the  ordinary  cor- 
porate business,  but  not  to  vote  for  any  radical  change,  or  upon 
any  unusual  question.''  A  court  of  equity  may  compel  the  ex- 
ecution of  a  proxy  to  be  made  to  the  person  entitled  to  vote, — by 
a  trustee  or  pledgee,  in  whose  name  the  stock  stands  on  the  cor- 
poration books,  but  who  is  not  entitled  to  vote  it.^ 

Revocation. — Unless  it  is  coupled  with  an  interest  in  the  agent,^ 
a  proxy  is  revocable  at  any  time.  The  revocation  does  not  need 
to  be  in  writing,  it  may  be  oral,  or  by  conduct,  as,'  by  appearing  at 
a  meeting  and  asserting  the  right  to  vote.^  It  is  not  uncommon 
to  make  the  written  proxy  in  terms  irrevocable,  but  that  alone 
does  not  make  it  so.  An  irrevocable  proxy  is  held  to  be  void,  as 
contrary  to  public  policy, — except  where  it  is  coupled  with  an 
interest. ■*  The  New  York  statute  makes  revocable,  at  pleasure, 
every  proxy  to  vote  corporate  shares,  and  prohibits  the  stock- 
holder from  selling  his  vote,  or  giving  proxy  to  vote  for  any 
money  or  thing  of  value.''  The  inspectors  of  election  should 
not  reject  proxies  for  trivial  defects  in  matters  of  form;  and  it 
has  even  been  held  that  an  undated  proxy  should  have  been  ac- 
'  cepted  where  the  persop  presenting  it,  offered  to  show  a  letter  of 
instructions  also  from  his  principal  in  respect  to  his  votes  at  the 
meeting  about  to  be  held."  A  deposit  of  corporate  stock,  made 
by  a  shareholder  with  the  directors  or  their  agent,  to  enable  the 
stock  to  be  voted  on  and  to  be  sold,  is  revocable  before  sale." 
One  stockholder  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  officers  of  the  corpora- 
ls Smith  V.  San  Francisco,  etc.  Argus  Printing  Co.,  1  N.  D.  435,  26 
Co.,  115  Cal.  584,  56  Ansi.  St.  Rep.  Am.  St.  Rep.  639. 
119.  2  Schmidt  v.   Mitchell,   101   Ky. 

97  In  re  St.  Lawrence,  etc.  Co.,      570,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  427. 

44  N.  J.  Law,  529;  White  v.  New         s  Commonwealth    v.    Patterson, 

York,   etc.  Soc,  45  Hun    (N.  Y.),  158  Pa.  St.  476. 

580.  A  Harvey   v.    LInville    Imp.    Co., 

98  In  re  Cecil,  36  How.  Pr.   (N.  118  N.  C.  693,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  749. 
-y.)  477.  ^In  re  Germicide  Co.,  65  Hun 

99  Abbott     v.     American     Hard  (N.  Y.),  606,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  495. 
Rubber  Co.,  33  Barb.   (N.  Y.)  578.  «In  re  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat 

1  Vowell  V.  Thompson,  3  Cranch.      Co.  (1882),  44  N.  J.  529. 
C.   C.   428;    Hoppin   v.   BufEum,   9  t  Woodruff  v.  Dubuque  &  S.  R. 

R.  I.  513,  11  Am.  Rep.  291;  In  re      Co.  (1887),  30  Fed.  Rep.  91. 
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tion  enjoined  from  voting  upon  the  shares  of  other  stockholders, 
deposited  with  them  for  that  purpose,  upon  a  plea  that  a  trust 
for  the  corporation  is  thereby  created,  unless  corporate  funds  were 
used  in  securing  the  deposit  of  the  shares.' 

§  702.  Cumulative  voting. — While  the  manner  of  electing 
directors  of  corporations  is  one  of  the  most  important  features  of 
corporation  law,  yet  it  has  received  comparatively  little  attention 
from  legislative  bodies.  Statutory  provisions  relating  to  elections, 
generally  provide,  among  other  things,  for  the  number  of  votes 
to  be  cast  on  a  single  share  of  stock,  but  seldom  prescribe  any  de- 
tails as  to  the  manner  of  conducting  an  election.  With  reference 
to  the  number  of  votes  to  be  cast  on  a  single  share  of  stock,  there 
are  two  classes  of  statutes.  The  one  which  prevails  in  a  majority 
of  States,  gives  but  one  vote  to  each  share  of  stock.  The  other 
class  of  statutes,  adopted  in  a  number  of  States,  expressly  secures 
for  each  share,  as  many  votes  as  there  are  directors  to  be  elected. 
This  is  known  as  the  cumulative  method  of  election,  and  gives,  in 
addition  to  the  plural  vote,  the  right  to  cast  all  for  one  candidate, 
or  to  distribute  them  at  pleasure.'  Its  intention  is  to  give  the 
minority,  by  their  votes,  representation  on  the  board  of  directors, 

8  Woodruff  v.  Dubuque  &  S.  C.  111.   Const.    (1870),   art.   xl,   §    3; 
R.  Co.  (1887),  30  Fed.  Rep.  91.  Neb.  Const.   (1875),  art.  xi,  "Mis- 

9  "Proportionate  Representa-  cellaneous  Provisions,"  §  5 ;  Pa. 
tion,"  by  Daniel  S.  Remsen,  8  Ry.  Const.  (1874),  art.  xvi,  §  4;  Peo- 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  J83  (1890).  "In  all  pie  v.  Kenney  (1884),  96  N.  Y. 
elections  for  directors  or  man-  294;  People  v.  Crissey  (1883),  91 
agers  of  corporations  every  stock-  N.  Y.  616;  State  v.  Greer,  78  Mo. 
holder  shall  have  the  right  to  188;  Hays  v.  Commonwealth,  82 
vote,  in  person  or  by  proxy,  the  Pa.  St.  518,  522;  Wright  v.  Com- 
number  of  shares  of  stock  owned  monwealth  (1885),  109  Pa.  St. 
by  him,  for  as  many  persons  as  560,  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  609; 
there  are  directors  or  managers  to  State  v.  Constantine,  42  Ohio  St. 
be  elected,  or  to  cumulate  said  437,  51  Am.  Rep.  833.  The  pro- 
shares  and  give  one  candidate  as  vision  of  the  Pennsylvania  Con- 
many  votes  as  the  number  of  di-  stitution  of  1874,  providing  "that 
rectors  multiplied  by  the  number  in  all  elections  for  directors  or 
of  his  shares  of  stock  shall  equal,  managers  of  a  corporation  each 
or  to  distribute  them  on  the  same  member  or  shareholder  may  cast 
principle,  among  as  many  candi-  the  whole  number  of  his  votes  for 
dates  as  he  shall  see  fit,  and  such  one  candidate,  or  distribute  them 
directors  or  managers  shall  not  be  upon  two  or  more  candidates  as 
elected  in  any  other  way."  Cal.  he  may  prefer,"  is  held  to  be  more 
Const.  (1879),  art.  xii,  §  12;  than  directory  and  not  to  require 
Wright  V.  Central  California,  etc.  any  legislative  action  to  make  it 
Water  Co.,  67  Cal.  532.  See,  also,  effective.  Pierce  v.  Common- 
W.  Va.  Const.  (1872),  art.  xi,  §  4;  wealth  (1884),  104  Pa.  St.  150. 
Mo.  Const.    (1875),  art.  xii,   §   6; 
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and  voice  in  the  management  of  the  corporation  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent, limiting  the  control  of  the  majority  over  the  business  poHcy 
of  the  corporation.  The  typical  provision  is  that  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  Pennsylvania,  that :  "In  all  elections  for  directors  or  man- 
agers of  a  corporation,  each  member  or  shareholder  may  cast  the 
whole  number  of  his  votes  for  one  candidate,  or  distribute  them 
upon  two  or  more  candidates;"  of  which  the  Pennsylvania  Su- 
preme Court  says :  "This  section  to  us  seems  very  plain  and  un- 
ambiguous. If  there  are  six  directors  to  be  elected,  the  single 
shareholder  has  six  votes  and,  contrary  to  the  old  rule,  he  may 
cast  those  six  votes  for  a  single  one  of  the  candidates,,  or  he  may 
distribute  them  to  two  or  more  of  such  candidates,  as  he  may  think 
proper.  He  may  cast  two  ballots  for  each  of  three  of  the  pro- 
posed directors,  three  for  two,  or  two  for  one,  and  one  each  for 
four  others,  and  finally  he  may  cast  one  vote  for  each  of  the  six 
candidates."^"  This  method  of  voting  can  not  be  forced  on  the 
corporation  by  the  legislature,  contrary  to  the  will  of  a  majority 
of  stockholders,  where  the  State  has  not  reserved  the  power  to 
alter,  amend  or  repeal  the  corporate  charter.^^  Under  statutes  of 
the  single  vote  type,  there  is  usually  no  express  provision  that  the 
single  vote  given  to  each  share  shall  be  cast  for  all  the  directors. 
That,  however,  is  the  usual  method  of  voting  under  such  statutes, 
and  seems  to  be  necessarily  implied  in  some  cases.^^  The  pur- 
pose of  the  system  of  cumulative  voting  is  to  enable  a  minority  in 
interest  of  the  stockholders  to  elect  a  minority  of  the  directors ; 
the  greater  the  number  of  directors,  the  smaller  is  the  minority 
which  may  elect  one  director.  In  the  absence  of  reserved  right 
to  amend  or  repeal,  constitutional  or  statutory  provisions  author- 
izing cumulative  voting,  have  no  retroactive  operation ;  they  apply 
only  to  corporations  chartered  after  their  enactment.^^     Under 

10  Pierce  v.  Commonwealth,  104  for  that  purpose,  either  In  person 
Pa.  St.  150.  or  by  lawful  proxies;   each  share 

11  Hays  V.  Commonwealth,  82  shall  entitle  the  owner  to  as  many 
Pa.  St.  518;  Commonwealth  v.  votes  as  there  are  directors  to  be 
Butterworth,  163  Pa.  St.  55;  State  elected,  and  a  plurality  of  votes 
V.  Greer,  78  Mo.  188;  Baker's  Ap-  shall  be  necessary  for  a  choice," — 
peal,  109  Pa.  St.  461.  does  not  confer  upon  stockholders 

12  "Proportionate  Representa-  the  right  of  cumulative  voting  at 
tion,"  by  Daniel  S.  Remsen,  8  Ry.  the  election  of  directors  held 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  183  (1890).  Ohio  thereunder.  State  v.  Stockley,  45 
Rev.  Stat.,  section  3245,  which  pro-  Ohio  St.  304  (1887),  13  N.  E.  279. 
vides  that  directors  of  corpora-  is  Loewenthal  v.Rubber,  etc.  Co. 
tions  "shall  be  chosen,  by  ballot,  (1894),  52  N.  J.  E3q.  440;  Looker 
by   the    stockholders    who    attend  v.  Maynard  (1900),  179  U.  S.  46  ;i 
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this  system  of  cumulative  voting,  it  is  possible  for  the  minority 
stockholders  to  elect  their  board  and  control  the  majority.^* 

§  703.  Judicial  review  of  elections. — An  election  will  not 
be  set  aside  except  for  grave  disorder,  bad  faith,  or  lack  of  author- 
ity to  hold  the  election.^'  Where,  by  unanimous  agreement  of 
the  stockholders,  a  surplus  fund,  as  profit,  was  distributed  among 
them  as  a  dividend,  without  formal  meeting,  the  action  v/as  sus- 
tained as  valid.^'  An  illegal  or  fraudulent  election  will  be  set 
aside  by  a  court  of  equity."  Where,  at  an  election  of  directors, 
votes  wrongfully  rejected  would  have  given  the  persons  for 
whom  they  were  tendered,  clearly  a  majority  of  the  votes  offered 
at  the  election,  the  election  will  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  election 
ordered.^^  But  where  the  persons  for  whom  the  votes  wrongfully 
rejected  were  tendered,  would,  with  those  votes,  have  had  a  major- 
ity of  all  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  the  court 
will  set  aside  the  election  certified,  and  order  the  admission  of 
those  persons  who  would  have  been  elected  if  the  rejected  votes 
had  been  received.^*  And  j>ersons,  assuming  to  act  as  officers  of' 
a  corporation  under  color  of  an  illegal  election,  may  be  ousted  by 


Gregg  V.  Granby,  etc.  Co.  (1901), 
164  Mo.  616;  Smith  v.  Atchison, 
etc.  R.  R.  (1894),  64  Fed.  272. 

i*Schwatz  V.  State  (1900),  61 
Ohio  St.  497;  Cook  on  Corpora- 
tions, §  609a. 

10  Titusville,  etc.  Dissolution,  8 
Pa.  Super:  Ct.  304  (1898). 

isGroh  Sons  v.  Groh  (1903),  80 
K.  Y.  App.  Div.  85. 

17  Davidson  v.  Grange,  4  Grant's 
Ch.  (XJ.  C.)  377;  Wandsworth,  etc. 
Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Wright, 
18  Week.  Rep.  728;  In  re  St.  Law- 
rence Steamboat  Co.,  44  N.  J.  529; 
1  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  603,  §  5;  1  N.  Y. 
Rev.  Stat.  598,  §§  47-50;  Scho- 
harie Valley  R.  Case,  12  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  394;  Cal.  Stat.  1876, 
§  5315;  Putnam  v.  Sweet,  1 
Chand.  286;  Brewster  v.  Hartley 
(1869),  37  Cal.  15,  99  Am.  Dec. 
237.  Of.  Wright  v.  Central  Cali- 
fornia Water  Co.  (1885),  67  Cal. 
532,  13  Am.  &  Bng.  Corp.  Cas.  89; 
Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet 
Mfg.  Co.,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  236;  Johns- 
ton v.  Jones   (1872),  23  N.  J.  Eq. 


216.  But  see  Mickles  v.  Rochester 
City  Bank  (1845),  11  Paige,  118, 
42  Am.  Dec.  103;  New  England, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Phillips  (1886),  141 
Mass.  535,  IS  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp. 
Cas.  104;  Owen  v.  Whitaker,  20 
N.  J.  Eq.  i22.  Cf.  Beecher  v.  Wells 
Flouring  Co.,  1  Fed.  Rep.  276,  1 
McCrary,  62;  "Jurisdiction  of 
Equity  to  Enjoin  Corporate  Elec- 
tions,"'by  James  L.  High,  3  So.  L. 
Rev.  (N.  S.)  211. 

18  In  re  Cape  May  &  D.  B.  N.  Co. 
(N.  J.  1889),  16  Atl.  Rep.  191. 
Ago.  People  v.  Phillips,  1  Denio, 
385;  In  re  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  19 
Wend.  37  (1838);  State  v.  Mc- 
Daniel,  22  Ohio  St.  354. 

19  In  re  Cape  May  &  D.  B.  Ni  Co. 
(N.  J.  1889),  16  Atl.  Rep.  191.  Of. 
Ex  parte  Desdoity,  1  Wend.  98; 
McNeely  v.  Woodruff  (1833),  13 
N.  J.  352;  Mousseaux  v.  tJrquhart, 
19  La.  Ann.  482;  State  v.  Swear- 
ingen,  12  Ga.  22;  Downing  v. 
Potts,  23  N.  J.  66;  In  re  St.  Law- 
rence Steamboat  Co.,  44  N.  J.  529. 
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proceedings  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto.''^  A  statute  in  New 
York^^  authorizes  any  person  vfho  "may  be  aggrieved  by,  or  may 
complain  of,  any  election,"  to  make  application  to  the  Supreme 
Court  to  compel  a  new  election ;  but  it  is  held  that  this  provision 
can  not  be  invoked  by  anyone  who  was  not  a  stockholder  at  the 
time  of  the  election  complained  of,  and  wh»  received  his  stock 
from  one  of  the  authors  of  the  wrong.''^  A  similar  statute  in 
New  Jersey^'  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Supreme  Court  upon  the 
application  of  persons  complaining  regarding  any  election,  to 
give  a  hearing,  and  "thereupon  establish  the  election  so  complained 
of,  or  to  order  a  new  election,  or  to  make  such  order  and  give  such 
relief  in  the  premises,  as  right  and  justice  may  appear  to  said 
Supreme  Court  to  require."  This  act  has  been  held  to  apply  to 
the  election  of  ofificers  of  private  corporations,  and  the  court,  hav- 
ing determined  who  would  have  been  elected  if  all  the  legal  votes 
tendered  had  been  received,  may  put  those  persons  in  office  and 
oust  intruders.^*  But  an  election  is  not  to  be  set  aside  and  de- 
clared void,  merely  because  votes  were  received  from  persons  not 
entitled  to  vote,  if  there  were  still  a  majority  of  legal  votes  for 
the  ticket  declared  to  be  elected.^^  A  court  of  equity  may  enjoin 
the  holding  of  an  election,  but  after  it  has  been  held  the  court  has 
no  power,  unless  by  statute,  to  oust  an  officer  who  claims  to  have 
been  elected.^®  Except  that  in  case  of  gross  fraud  and  usurpation 
of  office,  the  court  may  enjoin  the  usurpers  from  taking  posses- 
sion of  the  corporate  property  in  violation  of  justice. "'^  The  rem- 
edy by  quo  warranto  is  the  proper  remedy  to  test  the  title  to  cor- 
porate office.^'    Recognizing  the  delays  of  the  remedy  at  law  by 

20  People  V.  Albany,  etc.  R.  Co.  Christ  Church  v.   Pope,   8   Gray, 

(1869),  55  Barb.  344,  385.    Of.  Ex  140;  McNeely  v.  Woodruff  (1833), 

parte    Willcocks    (1827),    7    Cow.  13  N.  J.  352;   People  v.  Devin,  17 

402,   17  Am.  Dec.  525;   Boardman  111.  84;  In  re  Chenango,  etc.  Ins. 

V.  Halliday,  10  Paige,  228;  People  Co.     (1838),    19    Wend.    635;    Ex 

V.    Albertson,    8    How.    Pr.    363;  parte  Murphy  (1827),  7  Cow.  153; 

Weeks  v.  Ellis,  2  Barb.  325;   Me-  State  v.  Lehre  (1854),  7  Rich.  235, 

chanics'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet  Mfg.  32S. 

Co.,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  236.  26  St.  Patrick  v.  Byme   (1899). 

21 1  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  603,  §  5.  59  N.  J.  Eq.  26;    Kean  v.   Union 

22 /ji  re  Syracuse,  Chenango,  etc.  Water  Co.    (1895),  52  N.  J.  Eq. 

R.  Co.,  91  N.  Y:  1.  813. 

23  Revision  of  N.  J.  184,  §  44.  27  Johnston  v.  Jones  (1872),  23 

2*7ra  re  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat  N.  J.  Eq.  216;  Humboldt,  etc.  Assn. 

Co.  (1883),  44  N.  J.  529.  y.  Stevens  (1892),  34  Neb.  528. 

25  People   V.   Tuthill,   31   N.   Y.  28  place  v.  People  (1901),  192  III. 

550;    School   District  v.   Gibbs,  2  160;  In  re  Argus  Co.  (1893),  138 

Cush.    39;    First   Parish    in    Sud-  N.  Y.  557. 

bury    v.    Stearns,    21    Pick.    148; 
Vol.  II  — 65 
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quo  warranto,  some  States  by  statute  have  given  power  to  courts 
of  equity  to  review  corporate  elections.^" 

§  704.  Illegal  or  fraudulent  elections. — The  receipt  of  illegal 
votes,  or  the  rejection  of  legal  votes,  does  not  invalidate  the  elec- 
tion, where  the  candidates  received  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes 
cast.^°  The  court  will  not  set  aside  the  election,  unless  it  is  shown 
that  the  result  would  have  been  different.^^  In  case  of  illegal 
election,  the  court  will  enjoin  the  directors  who  illegally  claim  the 
office,  and  declare  the  election  of  those  who  received  a  majority  of 
legal  votes.^^  Injunction  will  lie  to  enjoin  the  holding  of  an 
election,  pending  a  suit  to  restrain  the  voting  of  stock  illegally 
issued.'^ 

§  704a.  Voting-trusts.  Control  of  the  corporation.  Tying- 
up  the  stock.  Restrictions  upon  the  right  to  vote  stock. — A 
voting-trust  is  a  delegation  of  the  right  to  certain  trustees  to  elect 
directors  and  officers  of  the  corporation  for  a  time  certain  or,  con- 
tingent. These  arrangements  for  "pooling"  and  tying-up  stock 
in  the  hands  of  trustees,  were  the.  outcome  of  the  numerous  rail- 
road reorganizations  demanding  large  sums  of  money  to  buy  up 
and  extinguish  the  rights  of  dissenting  stockholders.  Capitalists, 
furnishing  the  money,  required  that  they  should  retain  the  power 
to  nominate  the  management  for  a  time  necessary  to  carry  out 
their  plans.  For  that  purpose  voting-trusts  were  formed  of  three 
or  more  trustees  to  continue  three  to  five  years,  or  until  dividend 
had  been  paid,  the  voting  trustees  having  power  to  terminate  the 
trust  at  any  time.^*  Stockholders  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  may 
lawfully  combine  to  obtain,  and  hold  control  of  the  corporation, 
and  for  a  definite  time  may  lawfully  agree  among  themselves  to 
vote  as  a  unit,  and  to  vote,  as  a  majority  of  their  own  votes  should 
agree.     Such  agreement  is  not  contrary  to  public  policy.^^     A 

29  Brewster  v.  Hartley  (1869),  s*  "Bradstreets"  of  Sept.  6 
37  Cal.  15;  In  re  Election,  etc.  Co.       (1902). 

(1898),  61  N.  J.  L.  422.  35 ziegler   v.    Lake,    etc.    R.    R. 

30  7)1  re  Argus  Co.,  138  N.  Y.  557.  (1895),  69  Fed.  176;   Baumgarten 

31  Craig  V.  First  Presbyterian  v.  Nichols  (1896),  69  Hun,  216; 
Church,  etc.,  88  Pa.  St.  42.  Beitman  v.  Stiner  (1893),  98  Ala. 

32  Humboldt,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Ste-  241,  13  So.  87;  Smith  v.  San 
vens,  34  Neb.  528,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  Francisco,  etc.  Ry.  (1897),  115 
654.  Cal.  584,  35  L.  R.  A.  309;   Have- 

33  Way  V.  American,  etc.  Co.,  60  meyer  v.  Havemeyer  (1878),  43 
N.  J.  Eq.  263  (1900);  Cox  v.  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  506;  Barnes  v. 
;Huntsville,    etc.    Co.    (1900),    129  Brown  (1880),  80  N.  Y.  527. 

Ala.  496,  29  So.  867. 
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court  of  equity  will  decree  specific  performance  of  such  a  con- 
tract.^" An  agreement  is  lawful,  all  the  stockholders  assenting, 
whereby  the  directors  owning  a  majority  of  the  stock,  are  to 
sell  it,  and  the  purchasers  are  to  be  substituted  as  the  directors.^' 
But  an  agreement  of  the  officers,  being  a  majority  of  stockholders, 
is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  illegal  when  it  provides  for  re- 
election of  themselves  to  the  board  of  directors,  and  their  own  re- 
election as  officers  holding  lucrative  positions.^'  A  voting  agree- 
ment, if  unfair  between  two  corporations  having  directors  in  com- 
mon, may  be  set  aside  at  the  suit  of  any  dissenting  stockholder.^" 
Restriction  upon  the  right  to  vote. — It  is  not  contrary  to  law 
or  public  policy  for  stockholders,  by  unanimous  consent,  to  restrict 
in  any  manner,  the  voting  power  of  the  corporate  stock,  and  courts 
will  enforce  such  restrictions.*"  Preferred  stock,  by  unanimous 
consent  of  stockholders,  may  be  issued  upon  the  condition  that 
it  shall  not  be  voted  at  any  corporate  election.*^  An  agreement 
of  stockholders  to  hold  and  sell  their  stock,  is  legal.*^  An  agree- 
ment that  before  any  stockholder  shall  sell  his  stock,  he  will  first 
offer  it  to  the  other  stockholders,  is  legal  and  will  be  enforced  by 
the  courts,  where  specific  performance  is  practicable,*^  but  it  does 
not  bind  a  bona  fide  purchaser.**  The  right  of  stockholders  to 
sell  their  stock,  can  not  be  prohibited  or  restricted  by  the  by-laws 
of  a  corporation.*^  It  is  the  general  rule,  sanctioned  by  the  policy 
of  the  law,  that  those  who  have  the  largest  interest  in  corporations, 
may  control  them,  since  they  have  the  greatest  interest  that  the  ■ 
enterprise  shall  be  well  managed.*"  The  owners  of  shares  may 
enter  into  agreements,  as  between  themselves,  to  elect  the  officers 
of  the  company  and  to  manage  its  affairs  as  they,  or  a  majority  of 

36  Stewart   v.   Pierce,   89   N.  W.  ^2  Scruggs  v.  Cotterill  (1902),  67 

234  (Iowa,  1902).                              '  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  583;   Williams  v. 

3T  Raymond  v.  Colton,  104  Fed.  Montgomery  (1896),  148  N.  Y.  519. 

219  (1900).  «  Jones  v.  Brown,  171  Mass.  318 

,  38  Withers  V.  Edwards  (1901),  62  (1898). 

S.  W.  795;  Wood  v.  Manchester,  54  **  Brinckerhoff-Parris,  etc.  Co.  v. 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  522  (1900);  Flah-  Home,    etc.    Co.    (1893),    118    Mo. 

erty  v.  Gary  (1901),  62  N.  Y.  App.  447;  New  Eng.,  etc.  Co.  v.  Abbott 

Div.  116;  Snow  v.  Chnrch  (1897),  (1894),  162  Mass.  148. 

13  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  108.  *5  Morgan  v.  Strothers,  131  U.  S. 

39  Goodell   v.   Verdugo,   etc.    Co.  246   (1889) ;   Ireland  v.  Globe,  etc. 
(Cal.  1903),  71  Pac.  354.  Co.   (1898),  21  R.  I.  9. 

40  Curtis   V.   Prdducers'   Oil    Co.  4o  Barnes   v.   Brown    (1880),   80 
(1897),  182  Pa.  St.  551.  N.  Y.  527,  537. 

'  « Miller   v.    Ratterman    (1890),- 
47  Ohio  St.  141. 
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them,  shall  determine,  and  it  is  held  that  agreements  of  that  char- 
acter are  not  illegal  nor  void  as  against  public  policy;  for,  as 
was  said  by  the  court  in  a  leading  case,  their  interests  are  identical 
with  the  interests  of  the  minority  of  shareholders.  If  they  in- 
crease the  value  of  their  own  stock  by  their  prudent  management 
of  the  corporate  affairs,  they  also  increase  the  value  of  all  other 
stock.  If  they  destroy  the  stock  of  others,  they  also,  by  the  same 
act,  destroy  their  own.*^  The  selection  of  candidates  must  pre- 
cede an  election,  and  it  would  often  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible, 
to  make  the  selection  without  comparison  of  views,  combinations, 
concession  and  concerted  action.*'  There  is  nothing  in  these 
combinations  which  tends  to  defeat  the  rights  of  stockholders 
generally,  or  of  the  interests  of  the  public  at  large,  as  defined  by 
statutes  declaring  that  the  directors  "shall  be  chosen  annually  by 
the  majority  of  the  votes  of  the  stockholders  voting  at  such  elec- 
tions."*' No  formidable  and  effective  opposition  to  an  existing" 
board,  however  obnoxious,  could  be  organized  without  combina- 
tion."" The  combining  shareholders  may  legally  transfer  their 
stock  to  trustees  with  a  power  of  attorney  to  vote  thereon,  ac- 
cepting tr^-nsferable  trust  certificates  as  convenient  vouchers  or 
receipts  in  lieu  of  their  shares. ^^  Agreements  of  this  character 
are  clearly  distinguishable  from  cases  in  which  one  of  the  parties 

«  Faulds  V.  Yates  (1870),  57  111.  all  of  them  for  directors."    Hafer 

416,   11  Am.   Rep.   24;    Barnes  v.  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co. 

Brown  (1880),  80  N.  Y.  527,  537.  (1885),    14    Week.    L.    Bui.     68, 

*B  Havemeyer  v.  Havemeyer,  43  which   appears  to  be  contra  and 

N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  506,  512   (1878),  in    which    a    similar    agreement 

affirmed  without  opinion,  86  N.  Y.  between     shareholders    was    pro- 

618.  nounced  unlawful,  turns  upon  the- 

49  Havemeyer  v.  Havemeyer,  43  point  that  the  object  of  the  agree- 
N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  506,  512  (1878).  ment  was  to  place  the  control  of 

50  Havemeyer  v.  Havemeyer,  43  one  railway  company  in  the  hands. 
N.  Y.  Super,  Ct.  506,  512,  513  of  the  directors  of  another,  who 
(1878).  had  no  interest  in  the  successful 

51  Griffith  V.  Jewett  (Cin.  Super,  operation  of  the  former.  "It  is 
Ct.  1866),  15  Week.  L.  Bui.  419,  the  duty,"  said  the  court,  "of 
where  speaking  of  such  an  ar-  each  stockholder  to  vote  for  di- 
rangement  the  court  said:  "The  rectors  of  the  company  with  an 
entire  beneficial  interest  in  the  eye  singly  to  its  best  interests, 
stock  is  severally  vested  in  the  cer-  .  .  .  Both  on  the  ground  that 
tificate-holders,  the  voting  power  the  power  is  denied  to  one  corpo- 
in  the  trustees,  and  the  situation  ration  thus  to  acquire  control  of 
does  not  differ  materially  from  another,  and  that  the  stockholder 
what  it  would  be  if  the  stock-  can  not  barter  away  the  right  to 
holders  retaining  their  shares  had  vote  upon  his  stock,  we  hold  these 
simply  united  in  a  proxy  authoriz-  contracts  void." 

ing  the  trustees  to  cast  the  vote  of 
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stipulates  to  accord  or  secure  to  the  other,  for  a  consideration, 
some  private  or  personal  advantage  not  shared  by  the  stock- 
liolders  at  large.''^  But,  of  course,  where  there  is  a  preconceived 
scheme,  combination  or  conspiracy  to  carry  an  election  of  direc- 
tors, as  for  example,  by  the  use  and  abuse  of  injunctions  to 
restrain  other  stockholders  from  voting,  by  efforts  and  contriv- 
ances to  prevent  a  fair  election  of  inspectors,  the  premature  con- 
vening of  the  meeting,  and  a  preoccupation  of  the  room  by  hired 
ruffians,  the  proceedings  are  undoubtedly  void.^'  Where  the 
purpose  and  intention  are  lawful,  stockholders,  by  agreement  for 
valuable  consideration,  may  suspend,  for  a  time,,  the  right  to  vote 
their  stock,  and  vest  it  in  others  who  have  a  beneficial  interest  in 
it,  or  in  the  corporate  business ;  as,  in  corporate  creditors,  or  in  a 
trustee  for  them,  where  the  charter  does  not  limit  the  right  to 
vote  to  stockholders.^*  Stockholders  may  lawfully  combine  to 
■elect  certain  persons  as  directors  or  other  officers,  for  the  purpose 
•of  obtaining  or  retaining  corporate  control,  but  any  agreement 
among  a  majority  of  stockholders  to  vote  for  any  corporate  officer, 
or  measure  to  place  such  stockholders'  personal  interests  in  op- 
position to  those  of  the  corporation,  tends  to  the  perpetration  of 
fraud  upon  minority  stockholders,  and  is  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  illegal  and  void.^°  The  right  to  vote  stock  follows  its  owner- 
ship, and  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law  that  the  ownership  of  stock 
shall  control  the  property  and  the  management  of  the  corporation. 
This  is  necessary  for  its  welfare,  and  for  the  protection  of  the 
general  interest  of  its  stockholders.  But  any  agreement  among 
them,  unsupported  by  other  consideration  than  their  mutual  prom- 
ise not  to  transfer  their  stock  without  consent  of  the  parties  to 
the  agreement,  or  that  they  will  not  give  proxies,  is  held  to  be 
contrary  to  public  policy,  and  void.°°  And  the  agreement  is  illegal 
and  void  if  the  purpose  is  to  enable  the  majority  to  conduct  the 

02  Havemeyer      v.      Havemeyer  Francisco,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  115  Cal. 

(1878),  43   N.  Y.   Super.   Ct.   508,  584,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  119,  35  L.  R. 

513,    514,   distinguishing   Fremont  A.  309. 

V.  Stone,  42  Barb.  170;  Gurnsey  v.  os  West   v.    Camden,    135    TJ.    S. 

Cook,  120  Mass.  501,  and  Card  v.  507;   Noel  v.  Drake,  28  Kan.  265, 

Hope,  2  B.  &  C.  661.  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  162. 

■63  People   V.   Albany   &   Susque-  bo  Fisher     v.     Bush,     35     Hun 

iianna  R.  Co.  (1869),  55  Barb.  344,  (N.  Y.),   641;    Moses  v.   Scott,  84 

581,   382.  Ala.  608;   Harvey  v.  Linville  Imp. 

64  Durkee  v.  People,  155  111.  354,  Co.,  118  N.  C.  693,  54  Am.  St.  Rep. 

■46  Am.  St.  Rep.  340;  Smith  v.  San  749. 
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business  in  their  own  exclusive  interest,  or  otherwise  in  fraud  o£ 
the  rights  of  the  minority.^' 

§  704b.  Legality  of  shareholder's  voting-trusts.  Agree- 
ments to  pool  and  vote  their  stock  as  a  unit.  Agreement  not 
to  sell  their  stock  except. tO'  one  another. — It  is  not  contrary  to- 
public  policy  for  any  two  or  more  shareholders,  by  agreement  ta 
pool  their  stock  certificates  or  shares,  by  placing  them  in  hands  of 
a  trustee  or  pledgee,  as  a  voluntary  and  active  trust.^^  Such  per- 
sons, so  acting  on  joint  account  and  interest,  become  partners, 
therein,  as  much  so  as  if  the  venture  had  been  in  grain  or  coal/'* 
Pending  such  trust,  or  pledge  or  mortgage  of  stock,  the  trustee 
may  vote  the  stock  under  direction  of  the  owners.  They  severally 
may  vote  the  same  under  proxies  from  the  trustee.  No  third 
party,  shareholder,  has  any  right  to  appeal  to  equity  to  set  aside 
the  agreemeiit.'"'  Thus,  shareholders  may  agree  among  them- 
selves, to  deposit  the  stock  for  a  period,  and  agree  not  to  sell  it 
in  the  meantime.^'-  It  is  not  per  se  unlawful  for  a  number  of  per- 
sons, by  previous  agreement,  to  buy  shares  of  the  stock  of  a  cor- 
poration for  the  purpose  of  controlling  its  policy,  electing  its  of- 
ficers, etc.°^  An  agreement  by  directors,  owning  a  majority  of  the 
capital  stock,  to  sell  it  and  make  the  purchasers  directors  of  the 
company,  is  not  illegal  where  all  the  stockholders  assent  thereto."^ 
But  an  agreement  that  the  purchaser  of  shares  shall  be  elected  to- 
a  profitable  corporate  office,  is  void."*  Such  an  agreement  is 
contrary  to  public  policy,  and  void."^  An  agreement  for  sale  of 
shares,  and  that  the  purchaser  shall  become  a  director  and  receive 
a  fixed  salary,  is  void.""  An  agreement  among  shareholders  that 
any  one  of  them  before  selling  his  stock  shall  offer  it  to  the  other 
shareholders,    is    legal    and    enforceable    as    a    contract.®'     The 

67  Gurnsey    v.    Cook,    120   Mass.  «3  Raymond    v.    Colton    (1900),. 

501 ;  White  v.  Thomas,  etc.  Co.,  52  104  Fed.  219. 

N.  J.  Bq.  178.  e*  Withers     v.     Edwards     (Tex. 

58  Stone  V.  Hackett,  12  Gray,  230.  1901),  62  S.  W.  795. 

63  Weed  V.  Little  Falls,  31  Minn.  65  Collins   v.   Russell    1891),   48' 

154.  N.  J.  Bq.  208. 

eoVowell      v.       Thompson,       3  esFennesy   v.    Ross    (1895),    90' 

Cranch,  C.  C.  428.  Hun,  289;  Gage  v.  Fisher  (1895), 

81  Havemeyer  v.  Havemeyer,  43  5   N.  D.  297;     Witham    v.    Cohan 

N.   Y.    S.   C.    506,   86   N.   Y.    618;  (1897),    100    Ga.    670;    Delano    v. 

Fisher  V.  Bush,  35  Hun,  641;   State  Rice    (1897),   23  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

V.  Smith,  28  Vt.  290.  327. 

62  Beitman  V.  Stelner  (1893),  98  67  Jones   v.   Brown    (1898),    171 

Ala.  241.  Mass.   318;    Rigg  v.  Reading,  etc. 

R.  R.  (1899),  191  Pa.  St.  298. 
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grounds  upon  which  proceedings  of  corporations  have  been  held 
void,  as  beyond  their  charter  powers,  have  been:  First,  because 
the  charter,  when  accepted,  constitutes  a  contract  between  the 
stockholders  that  the  corporation  shall  be  confined  to  its  proper 
business,  and  that  a  majority  can  not  change  it  ;"*  second,  because 
public  policy  requires  that  they  should  be  confined  to  the  business 
and  the  mode  of  managing  business  prescribed  by  the  charter, 
which  is  their  law.^"  It  is  evident  that  neither  of  these  reasons 
is  applicable  to  stockholders'  voting  trusts,  unless,  as  in  the  North 
River  Sugar  Refinery  Case,  the  corporations,  by  ratifying  their 
shareholders'  private  agreement,  become  parties  to  the  contract.'" 
For  it  is  not  against  the  policy  of  the  law  to  accord  to  the  owners 
of  the  larger  interests  in  the  stock  a  right  to  control  the  corpora- 
tion.'^ It  is  not  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  for  two  or  more 
persons  to  hold  shares  of  stock  jointly  as  partners.'^  It  is  not 
against  the  policy  of  the  law,  for  owners  of  stock  to  place  their 


68  Potter,  J.,  in  Allen  v.  Woon- 
socket  Co.  (1876),  11  R.  I.  28S, 
300,  where  the  court  further  said: 
"A  minority  have  been  held  hound 
In  some  cases  by  the  fact  of  the 
acquiesence  in  or  ratification  of 
the  acts  of  the  majority.  In  the 
present  case  there  was  no  one  who 
had  a  right  to  complain  on  this 
ground,  Crawford  Allen  being  sole 
stockholder." 

69  Potter,  J.,  in  Allen  v.  Woon- 
socket  Co.  (1879),  11  R.  I.  288, 
300,  continuing,  said:  "No  portion 
of  the  act  specifies  even  by  impli- 
cation the  business  to  be  done, 
and  nothing  can  be  implied  even 
from  its  name."  In  Allen  v. 
Woonsocket  Co.  (1876),  11  R.  I. 
288,  301,  the  court  said:  "In  this 
case  the  contention  is  that  the  re- 
spondent had  no  right  to  form  a 
partnership;  that  a  corporation 
must  transact  its  business  through 
its  proper  oflScers,  and  can  not  del- 
egate its  powers  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  put  its  business  beyond  its 
control.  If  the  partnership  had 
been  for  a  definite  period,  it  might 
well  be  argued  that  the  respond- 
ent had  no  right  to  make  such  a 
contract.  But  it  was  a  mere  part- 
nership at  will,  terminable  at  any 


moment  by  either  party.  The  re- 
spondent, therefore,  did  no  more 
part  with  the  control  of  the  busi- 
ness than  if  it  had  employed  Phil- 
lip Allen  &  Sons  simply  as  agents, 
and  its  right  to  do  that  can  not 
very  well  be  denied." 
.  ■'ovide  infra,  §  951;  Voting 
Trusts,  5  Railw.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
(1889)  597;  19  Abb.  N.  C.  (1888) 
Note    of    Cases,    p.    449;    84    Ala. 

(1888)  608;    6   Pa.   Co.    Ct.   Rep. 

(1889)  193;  7  Railw.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 

(1890)  87;  The  Atchison,  6  Railw. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  (1889),  501;  Beach 
(Charles  P.,  Jr.),  7  id.  (1890)  21- 
22;  The  Reading,  N.  Y.  Star,  Jan. 
11,  1890;  7  Railw.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
(1890)  87;  47  Leg.  Int.  (1890) 
26 — cited  by  Wm.  H.  Winters  in 
"The  Bibliography  of  Commercial 
Trusts"  (1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
23tf. 

71  Barnes  v.  Brown,  80  N.  Y. 
527. 

72  If  a  purchase  for  joint  account 
be  made,  those  severally  interested 
therein  become  partners,  precisely 
as  they  would  have  become  part- 
ners had  the  venture  been  in  grain 
or  coal.  Weed  v.  Little  Falls,  31 
Minn.  154. 
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shares  in  trust.^'  And  if  the  trustee  and  beneficiary,  or  the 
pledgor  and  pledgee, .  agree  as  to  which  of  the  two  shall  cast  the 
vote,  their  decision  is  binding  and  conclusive,  and  third  party 
stockholders  have  not  a  right  to  appeal  to  equity  to  set  aside  the 
agreement^*  To  secure  the  continuance  of  the  copartnership, 
shareholders  may  agree  inter  sese  to  deposit  the  stock  by  way 
of  pledge  to  and  with  and  in  the  name  of  a  trust  company,  until 
the  objects  of  the  copartnership  be  accomplished  ;'^  taking  receipts 
or  trust  certificates  therefor.'*  Such  an  agreement,  so  lawfully  •■ 
formed  at  the  outset,  and  for  a  proper  consideration,  and  for  a 
limited  period,  is  binding  upon  the  holders  of  the  trust  certifi- 
cates, claiming  only  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  stock  deposited  in 


'3  Such,  a  trust  or  pledge  may  be 
lawfully  entered  into,  and  when 
so  perfected  is  in  the  hands  pf  the 
trustee  or  pledgee  known  as  a 
voluntary  and  active  trust,  and 
such  trust  may  be  created  with 
regard  to  stock  certificates  and 
shares.  Stone  v.  Hackett,  12  Gray, 
230. 

74Hoppin  V.  Buffum,  9  R.  I. 
518;  Vowell  v.  Thompson,  8 
Cranch,  C.  C.  428;  Strong  v. 
Smith,  15  Hun,  222,  cited  by  Clar- 
ence A.  Seward  in  Brief  for  De- 
fendants in  Starbuck  v.  Shepang, 
L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Super.  Ct.  Fair- 
field Co.  Conn.  1890).  The  right 
of  suffrage  may  be  lawfully 
dissociated  from  that  to  which 
the  exercise  of  the  right  apper- 
tains, and  one  may  lawfully 
hold  the  property  and  another 
may  lawfully  exercise  the  right 
of  suffrage.  This  has  been  so 
from  time  immemorial.  An  ad- 
vowson  or  a  right  of  presenta- 
tion to  a  vacant  living  reposes  in 
the  owner  of  the  manor;  If  he 
mortgages  the  manor,  and  the 
mortgagee  enters  and  takes  pos- 
session, equity,  if  the  circum- 
stances justify  the  exercise  of  the 
power,  will  direct  the  mortgagee 
to  vote  as  the  mortgagor  may  re- 
quire, or  to  give  the  mortgagor  a 
proxy.  Craft  v.  Powel,  Comyn's 
Rep.  609;  Amhurst  v.  Cowling,  2 
Vernon,  401;  MacKenzie  v.  Robin- 


son, 3  Atkyns,  559.  The  same 
principle  has  been  established  as 
law  in  this  country  with  relation 
to  corporate  stock  since  1829. 
Thus,  in  Vowell  v.  Thompson,  3 
Cranch,  C.  C.  428,  where  three 
hundred  shares  of  stock  had  been 
transferred  to  the  defendant  in 
trust  as  collateral  security  for  a 
debt,  the  court  said,  the  question 
was  whether  before  forfeiture  and 
foreclosure  the  mortgagor  is  not 
entitled  to  vote  and  for  that  pur- 
pose to  obtain  a  proxy  of  power 
from  the  trustees,  and  it  asserted 
the  analogy  between  an  ■  elective 
franchise  and  the  advowson,  and 
said  that  they  were  of  the  opinion 
that  the  defendant  should  be  or- 
dered to  give  the  plaintiff  a  power 
of  attorney  to  vote  upon  the  stock 
until  it  had  been  sold  under  the 
mortgage  or  deed  of  trust. 

76  The  law  permits  this.  Such 
a  pledge  is  the  legal  equivalent  of 
an  agreement  inter  sese  not  to  sell 
for  a  like  period  and  for  corre- 
sponding purposes,  and  for  a  di- 
vision of  profits  at  the  close  of  the 
copartnership;  and  such  an  agree- 
ment the  law  asserts  to  be  valid. 
Havemeyer  v.  Havemeyer,  43  N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.  Rep.  506;  affirmed  86 
N.  Y.  618;  Fisher  v.  Bush,  35  Hun, 
641. 

70  As  to  the  validity  of  trust  cer- 
tificates, see  Crawford  v.  Gross, 
7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  123. 
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pursuance  thereof,  and  all  the  terms  of  which  are,  by  appropriate 
statement,  made  a  portion  of  the  trust  certificates.  Even  if  one 
of  the  motives  which  led  to  the  creation  of  the  trust,  was  to  enable 
either  the  trustee  or  the  beneficiary  to  vote  in  a  given  manner 
at  an  approaching  election,  that  motive  will  not  invalidate  the 
transfer.'^  Voting  trusts,  then,  not  being  illegal  upon  any  principle 
peculiar  to  corporation  law,  can  be  attacked  only  on  the  ground 
of  public  policy.  What  agreements  are  void  as  against  public 
policy,  is  very  well  defined  in  the  law,  and  contracts  which  have 
been  held  to  be  so  void,  arrange  themselves  in  five  classes:  (a) 
those  founded  upon  corrupt  considerations  or  moral  turpitude; 
{b)  those  in  violation  of  a  public  trust;  (c)those  in  restraint 
of  trade;  (d)  those  in  restraint  of  marriage;  (e)  those  to  in- 
fluence persons  in  authority.'*  But  an  agreement  by  all  the^ 
members  of  a  copartnership,  owning  one  or  more  shares  of  stock, 
that  the  same  shall  be  conveyed  to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  the 
copartnership  and  until  its  objects  are  accomplished,  and  that  the 
trustee  shall  vote  thereon  in  accordance  with  the  instructions  of 
the  copartners,  is  not  such  an  agreement  as  falls  within  any  one 
of  these  five  classes  of  contracts  which  are  void  upon  grounds  of 
public  policy.  Some  new  class  must  be  invented,  and  some  new 
definition  of  public  policy  be  found,  before  such  a  voting  trust 
can  be  said  to  fall  within  any  of  the  recognized  rules  which  avoid 
a  contract  as  being  against  public  policy.'^ 

Deposit  of  shares  with  trustees. — Shareholders  may  tie  up  their 
stock  by  agreement  to  deposit  for  a  definite  time  their  certificates 
of  stock  with  trustees,  either  with  or  without  a  transfer  to  the 
trustees,  and  agree  not  to  sell  the  stock  during  that  time,  the 
stockholder  being  left  free  to  vote  on  his  stock.  The  State  courts 
quite  uniformly  hold  that  such  deposit  is  legal  and  not  in  violation 
of  statutes  against  restraints  of  alienation  of  personal  property.*" 
A  statute  in  New  York  of  1901  provides  for  the  pooling  of  stock." 

77  state  T.  Smith,  48  Vt.  290,  cision  in  the  case  of  the  Reading 
cited  by  Clarence  A.  Seward  in  Trust,  Shelmerdine  v.  Welsh  (Pa. 
Brief  for  Defendants  in  Starbucli  Com.  PI.  1890),  47  Leg.  Int.  -26, 
V.  Shepang,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Super,  shows  that  such  a  trust  will  ^ot 
Ct.  Fairfield  Co.  Conn.  1890).  be  adjudged  to  be  void  upon  the 

78  4  Bouvier's  Inst.,  §  3854.  grounds  of  public  policy. 
ToClarence  A.  Seward's  Brief  for  so  Sullivan  v.  Parks    (1902),  69 

Defendants  in  Starbuck  v.  She-  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  221;  Williams  v. 
pang,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Super.  Ct.  Montgomery  (1896),  48  N.  Y.  519. 
Fairfield  Co.  Conn.  1890).    The  de-         si  Laws  of  1901,  chapter  255. 
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The  right  of  the  stockholders  to  tie  up  their  st6ck  in  the  hands 
of  trustees  for  a  limited  time,  is  upheld  in  New  Jersey,^^  and  in 
Massachusetts.  "We  know  nothing  in  the  policy  of  our  law  to^ 
prevent  a  majority  of  stockholders  from  transferring  their  stock 
to  a  trustee  with  unrestricted  power  to  vote  upon  it.  ...  A 
stockholder  has  a  right 'to  put  his  shares  in  trust,  whatever  his 
motive.  If  the  trust  is  an  active  one  he  can  not  terminate  it  at 
will ;  and  the  attempt  to  cut  himself  off  by  contract,  (instead  of  by 
the  imposition  of  duties)  from  ending  it,  certainly  is  not  enough 
to  poison  the  covenant  with  the  plaintiff.  It  might  be  held  that 
the  duty  of  voting,  incident  to  the  legal  title,  made  such  a  trust 
an  active  one  in  all  cases.  As  to  the  arrangement  for  the  trustees 
uniting  to  elect  their  candidates,  the  decisions  of  other  States 
show  that  such  arrangements  have  been  upheld,  and  we  do  not 
think  that  it  needs  argument  to  prove  that  they  are  lawful.  If 
stockholders  want  ta  make  their  power  felt,  they  must  unite. 
There  is  no  reason  why  a  majority  should  not  agree  to  keep  to- 
gether."^^ 

§  704c.  Irrevocable  proxies.  Revocable  nature  of  voting- 
trusts. — Though  in  terms  made  irrevocable,  a  proxy  is  revoc- 
able at  any  time.  Where  stock  certificates  are  deposited  with 
trustees  with  irrevocable  proxy  to  vote  the  shares,  without  transfer 
upon  the  books,  the  courts  hold  the  power  to  be,  nevertheless, 
revocable.^*  So  long  as  all  the  parties  to  a  voting  trust  comply 
with  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  it  can  not  be  successfully  at- 
tacked either  by  the  State  or  by  shareholders  of  the  company  not 
parties  thereto.^^  For,  ordinarily,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  inter- 
fere by  injunction  to  restrain  a  portion  of  the  stockholders  from 
voting  upon  their  shares,  even  upon  the  ground  that  they  are 
about  to  gain  control  of  the  company  to  the  injury  of  the  cor- 
porate enterprise;^"  unless  an  illegal  combination  in  the  nature 

82  Chapman     v.     Bates     (N.     J.  upon  their  stock,  and  as  such  is 

1900),  47  Atl.  638;  Clowes  v.  Mil-  the  substance   of  this  agreement,' 

ler  (1900),  60  N.  J.  Bq.  179.  we  consider  it  not  illegal.    So  long 

S3  Brightman    v.    Bates    (1900),  as  the  parties  to  it,  or  their  suc- 

175  Mass.  105.  cessors   in    interest,   are   satisfied 

84  Matter  of  Brandreth  (1901),  with  it,  no,  other  person  may  com- 
58  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  575;  Clowes  v.  plain."  Griffith  v.  Jewett,  (Gin. 
Miller  (1900),  60  N.  J.  Bq.  179.  Super.   Ct.  May,  1866),   15  "Week. 

85  "We  can  perceive  no  reason  L.  Bui.  419.  But  see  Fisher  v. 
why  any  number  of  shareholders.  Bush,  35  Hun,  641. 

either  by  means  of  a  proxy  or  by  86  Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Blkins 

vesting  the  legal  title  in  another,       (1883),  37  N.  J.  Bq.  273.    Cf.  Hil- 
may    not   authorize    him   to    vote      les  v.  Parish  (1862),  14  N.  J.  Eq. 
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of  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  plaintiffs  can  be  shown.*''  The 
legal  difficulties  which  arise,  grow  out  of  stipulations  in  the  agree- 
ment by  which  it  is  sought  to  restrain  any  recalcitrant  member 
from  transferring  his  shares  to  the  opposition,  or  from  voting 
against  the  trust.  For,  ordinarily,  any  stockholder  may  withdraw 
from  such  a  contract,  although  it  be  expressly  agreed  that  it  shall 
be  irrevocable.*^  Thus,  where  certain  stockholders  for  mutual 
protection,  and  to  prevent  a  sale  of  the  company's  property  by  the 
directors  who  were, — and  who  represented  a  minority  in  interest^ 
entered  into  a  sealed  agreement  not  to  sell  their  stock  nor  to  vote 
by  proxy  without  the  consent  of  all  the  parties  to  the  agreement,^ 
it  was  held  that  the  contract  was  void  as  in  restraint  of  trade,, 
against  public  policy,  and  because  an  agreement  not  to  vote  by 
proxy  is  a  pernicious  and  unlawful  provision.*'  The  agreement 
not  to  vote  by  proxy  was  said  to  be  pernicious,  in  that  it  tends 
to  concentrate  in  the  hands  of  a  few  shareholders  the  power  of 
selecting  the  executive  and  managing  officers  of  the  corporation,, 
and  deprives  the  owner  of  shares  of  one  of  the  attributes  of  own- 
ership, that  is,  of  selecting  agents  and  attorneys  to  counsel  and 
aid  him  in  the  prudent  and  intelligent  management  of  his  prop- 
erty.'" The  right  of  alienation,  it  was  said,  is  an  incident  of  the 
property  represented  by  shares  of  stock,  and  any  restraint  placed 
thereon  by  a  contract  which  has  no  other  consideration  to  uphold 
it  than  the  mutual  promise  of  the  parties,  is  contrary  to  public 
policy  and  can  not  be  recognized  by  the  courts."^     Mutual  prom- 

380;  Ryder  V.  Alton,  etc.  R.  Co/,  13  People  v.  Albany,  etc.  R.  Co.. 
III.  516.  Thus  where  steps  had  (1869),  55  Barb.  344;  Webb  v. 
been  taken  by  the  officers  of  a  cor-  Ridgely,  38  Md.  364;  Hafer  v. 
poration  to  obtain  from  the  share-  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1885),  14 
holders  a  deposit  of  their  stock.  Week.  L.  Bui.  68;  Beach  on  Rail- 
together  with  powers  of  attorney,  ways,  §  451;  Hoppin  v.  Buffum 
with  themselves  or  their  agents,  (1870),  9  R.  I.  513,  11  Am.  Rep. 
in  order  that  they  might  vote  on  291;  Griffith  v.  Jewett  (Cin.  Super, 
them  at  a  meeting  of  the  share-  Ct.  1886),  15  Week.  L.  Bui.  419.. 
holders,  an  injunction  to  restrain  Gf.  Reed  v.  Jones,  6  Wis.  680. 
them  from  so  doing,  on  the  ground  ss  Griffith  v.  Jewett  (Cin.  Super, 
that  a  trust  was  created  by  the  Ct.  1886),  15  Week.  L.  Bui.  419. 
transaction  in  behalf  of  the  com-  S9  Fisher  v.  Bush  (1885),  3S 
pany,  was  refused,  as  it  did  not  Hun,  641,  distinguishing  Have- 
appear  that  corporate  funds  had  meyer  v.  Havemeyer,  45  N.  Y. 
been  employed.  Woodruff  v.  Du-  Super.  Ct.  464. 
huque  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.  (1887),  30  so  Fisher  v.  Bush  (1885),  35 
Fed.  Rep.   91.  Hun,  641,  644. 

87  Brown  v.  Pacific  Mail  Steam-  oi  Fisher    v.    Bush     (1885),    35. 

ship   Co.    (1867),    5   Blatchf.   525;  Hun,  641,  642.                                  ' 
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ises,  alone,  do  not  constitute  a  good  and" sufficient  consideration  in 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade.""  And  contracts  of  that  character 
are  not  to  be  upheld,  unless  they  are  made  upon  a  real  and  bona 
Me  consideration,"'  actual,  adequate  and  not  colorable."  But 
contracts  in  partial  restraint  of  trade  are^  not  obnoxious  to  the 
law.  Accordingly,  where  the  agreement  does  not  place  an  ab- 
solute restraint  upon  alienation,  but  merely  provides  that  the 
parties  to  it  shall  not  sell  their  stock  without  having  first  offered 
it  to  their  associates  at  the  market  price,  there  is  nothing  which 
can  be  said  to  be  contrary  to  public  policy,  or  anywise  open  to  ob- 
jection."^ 

§  704d.  The  right  to  vote  stock  is  inseparable  from  its 
ownership. — While  a  person  who  votes  upon  stock  at  a  cor- 
porate election  must  be  an  owner  thereof,  it  does  not  follow  that 
Tie  must  be  the  only  owner."'     On  general  principles,  the  right  to 


82  Fisher  v.  Bush  (1885),  35 
Hun,  641,  645. 

93  Collins  V.  Locke,  4  App.  Cas. 
"674. 

91  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Bar- 
clay Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St.  173; 
Tisher  v.  Bush  (1885),  35  Hun, 
■641,  646. 

05  In  Brown  v.  Pacific  Mall  S.  S. 
Co.  (1867),  5  Blatchf.  525,  527, 
Blatchford,  J.,  said:  "The  provis- 
ions of  the  agrement  substantially 
are,  that  the  parties  to  it  are  not 
to  sell  their  stock  without  having 
first  offered  to  sell  it  to  the  rest 
of  their  associates,  at  a  price  not 
above  the  then  current  market 
value,  and  in  case  of  their  declin- 
ing to  take  it,  without  next  offer- 
ing it  to  Brown  Brothers  &  Co.; 
but  any  one  of  the  parties  is  to  be 
at  liberty  to  withdraw  on  those 
terms  at  any  time.  The  agree- 
ment also  takes  the  shape  of  an 
irrevocable  power  of  attorney  to 
Brown  Brothers  &  Co.  to  vote  upon 
the  stock;  and  all  increase  of  such 
shares  of  stock,  by  dividends,  until 
the  1st  of  December,  1868.  is  to 
■come  under  the  same  agreement. 
In  this  respect,  the  agreement 
seems  to  differ  very  little  from  a 
mere  power  of  attorney,  or  proxy, 
to  Brown  Brothers  &  Co.,  to  vote 


upon  these  shares,  with  the  addi- 
tion that  the  power  is  irrevocable, 
and  that  there  are  certain  privi- 
leges reserved  to  the  owners  of 
the  stock,  in  regard  to  the  man- 
ner of  dealing  in  it,  and  withdraw- 
ing from  the  arrangement.  I  am 
unable  to  perceive  anything  In 
this  agreement  contrary  to  public 
policy  or  anywise  open  to  objec- 
tion." 

96  Brvin  v.  Philadelphia  &  Read- 
ing R.  Co.  (Ct.  Com.  P.  Phila. 
1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  87, 
where  the  court,  while  not  de- 
ciding whether  the  trustees  of  the 
Reading  voting  trust  of  1887  rep- 
resenting shareholders  and  credit- 
ors could  «lect  one  of  their  own 
number  a  director  of  the  road,  de- 
nied an  injunction  to  stay  or  reg- 
ulate a  corporate  election  and  to 
restrain  the  trustees  of  the  voting 
trust  from  voting.  The  main  out- 
lines of  the  Reading  voting  trust 
as  stated  in  the  case  above  cited 
are  these:  The  creditors'  securi- 
ties and  the  certificates  of  the 
stockholders  were  to  be  placed  in 
the  keeping  or  under  the  control 
of  persons  selected  with  the  con- 
sent of  all  concerned,  and  known 
as  the  Reconstruction  Board,  with 
power  to  adjust  priorities,  fix  or 
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vote  on  stock  can  not  be  separated  from  the  ownership,  in  such 
sense  that  the  elective  franchise  shall  be  in  one  man  and  the  entire 
beneficial  interest  in  another;  nor  to  any  extent,  unless  the  cir- 
cumstances take  the  case  out  of  the  general  rule.  It  matters  not 
that  the  end  is  beneficial  and  the  motive  good,  because  it  is  not 
always  possible  to  ascertain  objects  and  motives,  a-nd  if  such  a 
severance  were  permissible,  it  might  be  abused.  The  person  who 
votes,  must,  consequently,  be  an  owner,  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  he  must  be  the  only  one."^  If,  for  instance,  stock  is  pledged 
as  collateral,  whether  the  debtor  or  creditor  shall  vote  depends 
on  the  terms  on  which  the  pledge  is  made.  The  power  is,  under 
these  circumstances,  necessarily,  to  some  extent  severed  from  the 
ownership,  and  the  parties  may,  consequently,  determine  on  which 
side  it  shall  lie.'*  The  question  then  arises,  whether  the  debtor 
and  creditor  may  agree  to  lodge  the  vote  in  some  one  who  is 
to  act  for  both,  so  long  as  the  debt  remains  and  the  stock  is  held 
as  security  for  its  payment.  And  this  has  been  decided  in  the 
affirmative  so  far  as  to  deny  a  preliminary  injunction  seeking  to 
restrain  the  trustees  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad 
Voting  Trust  from  participating  in  the  election  of  directors  for 
that  company.'^ 

reduce  the  rates  of  interest,  exe-  ing  R.  Co.  (Ct.  Com.  P.  Phlla. 
cute  mortgages,  give  liens  in  lieu  1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  87. 
of  those  surrendered,  and  issue  so  Ervin  v.  Philadelphia  &  Read- 
new  certificates  of  stock.  The  ing  R.  Co.  (Ct.  Com.  P.  Phila. 
plan  -was  made  known  to  the  1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  87, 
stockholders  and  creditors,  who  where  the  court  said:  "The  coun- 
for  the  greater  part,  ratified  it  by  sel  for  the  Reading  Railroad  con- 
depositing  their  securities  and  cer-  tend  that  such  a  course  is  not  for- 
tificates,  but  the  Board  was  armed  bidden  by  any  rule  or  principle, 
with  a  large  discretion  in  the  In  their  opinion  there  is  no  rea- 
choice  of  the  means  of  carrying  it  son  that  forbids  a  stockholder  to 
into  effect.  They  were,  however,  transfer  his  shares  to  one  man  as 
to  act  with  the  advice  and  con-  a  security  for  a  debt  due  to  an- 
sent  of  another  body  designated  other,  with  the  stipulation  that 
collectively  as  the  "Voting  Trust."  the  holder  shall  have  the  right  to 
This  consisted  of  four  persons  vote,  and  the  case  would  be  the 
named  by  syndicates  representing  same  although  the  intermediary 
different  interests,  who  were  to  gave  the  debtor  a  certificate  that 
complete  their  number  and  guard  the  equitable  ownership  was  in 
against  the  possibility  of  a  tie,  by  him  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
adding  a  fifth.  amount    due.      No    authority    di- 

07  Ervin  v.  Philadelphia  &  Read-  rectly  in  point  has  been  cited  on 

ing   R.    Co.    (Ct.    Com.    P.    Phlla.  either  side,  but  we  incline  to  think 

1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  87.  that    this    view    is    correct    and 

98  Ervin  v.  Philadelphia  &  Read-  rules  the  case  in  hand.    It  has,  in- 
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§  7046.     Deposits  of  stock  with  trustees.    "Trusts"  and  cer- 
tificates.    Rights  and  powers  of  trustees  as  holders. — In  the 

management  of  voting  "trusts,"  the  trustees'  duties  correspond  to 
those  of  directors  of  a  corporation.  They  are  elected  by  the  cer- 
tificate holders.  "The  person  who  creates  the  trust  may  mould  it 
into  whatever  form  he  pleases ;'  he  may,therefore,  determine  in 
what  manner,  in  what  event,  and  upon  what  condition  the  original 
trustees  may  retire,  and  new  trustees  may  be  substituted.  All  this 
is  fully  within  his  power,  and  he  can  make  any  legal  provisions 
which  he  may  think  proper  for  the  continuation  and  succession  of 
trustees,  during  the  continuation  of  the  trust.^  Their  powers  are 
set  out  in  the  instrument  creating  the  trust.^  They  are  trustees, 
and  not  vendees  of  the  stock  they  hold  in  the  corporations  con- 


deed,  been  argued  for  the  com- 
plainants that  the  power  conferred 
on  the  members  of  the  Voting 
Trust  is  not  coupled  with  an  in- 
terest; that  they  have  a  dry  legal 
title,  with  no  active  duties  to  per- 
form, and  that  they  should  be 
compelled  to  transfer  the  shares 
standing  to  their  names  to  the 
persons  who  are  the .  beneficial 
owners.  We  think  that  this  view 
errs  in  looking  solely  towards  the 
stockholders.  They  are  not  the 
only  persons  beneficially  inter- 
ested in  the  railroad;  the  lien 
creditors  are  also  owners,  and  if 
harmony  be  not  preserved,  may 
possess  the  whole.  It  was  there- 
fore necessary  to  have  some  arbi- 
ter to  reconcile  interests  which 
were  jarring  and  might  diverge, 
and  the  want  was  supplied  by  the 
Voting  Trust.  To  decide  that  the 
election  must  be  held  exclusively 
on  behalf  of  the  holders  of  the 
stock  certificates  would  frustrate 
rather  than  give  effect  to  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  votes  should  be  cast 
by  those  who  have  a  substantial 
interest  in  the  result.  It  is  not 
easy  to  discern  how  the  position  of 
the  members  of  the  Trust  differs 
from  that  of  an  individual  to 
whom  stock  is  transferred  as  a 
security  for  a  debt  to  a  third  per- 
son. The  only  duty  of  such  a 
holder   is   to  keep  the   certificate 


safely  until  the  debtor  pays  or  is 
in  default,  and  then  hand  it  over 
to  whichever  party  is  equitably 
entitled.  Had  the  duties  of  the 
Reconstruction  Board  and  Vot- 
ing Trust  been  confided  to  a 
single  body,  with  authority  to 
secure  the  creditors  by  execut- 
ing mortgages  and  then  hold  the 
stock,  with  a  right  to  vote  in 
the  way  best  calculated  to  pro- 
mote the  common  good,  it  'could 
hardly  have  been  said  that  there 
were  no  active  duties  to  up- 
hold the  Trust  or  that  it  came  to 
an  end  when  the  mortgages  were 
executed.  If  this  would  have  been 
the  rule  in  the  circumstances 
above  supposed,  it  does  not,  we 
think,  vary  the  case  that  the  end 
was  sought  to  be  obtained  through 
two  closely  related  Boards,  one 
supplementing  and  operating  as 
a  restraint  on  the  other.  Without 
pronouncing  an  opinion  on  a  point 
which  remains  open  for  consider- 
ation on  the  final  hearing,  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  the  case  is  not 
suflaciently  clear  to  warrant  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  that  would 
prevent  an  election  on  the  day 
named  in  the  charter,  and  might 
cause  the  irreparably  injury  which 
such  remedies  are  given  to  pre- 
vent." 

1  Perry,  Trusts,  §  287. 

2  Perry,  Trusts,  §§  454,  463. 
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stituting  the  trust.^  They  have  no  power  to  sell  the  stock  unless 
the  power  is  expressly  conferred.*  The  Wisconsin  Central  Voting- 
Trust,  in  successful  operation  for  a  number  of  years,  serves 
as  an  example  of  such  trusts.  It  is  a  personal  contract  be- 
tween each  certificate-holder  and  the  trustees,  and  no  other 
certificate-holder  is  privy  to  it.  The  only  relation  is  between  the 
trustees  and  beneficiary,  and  is  limited  to  the  single  purpose 
-declared  in  the  certificate.  The  fact  that  the  trustees  may  have 
ten  thousand  similar  trusts  does  not  concern  the  individual  who  > 
"holds  a  certificate.  His  rights  depend  alone  upon  his  contract 
with  the  trustees,  and  by  the  acceptance  of  his  certificate  he  ex- 
pressly consents  to  their  trust.  He  has  no  right,  title  or  interest 
in  or  to  the  stock  itself  other  than  what  appears  on  the  face  of 
the  certificate,  which  he  therein  agrees  to  be  subject  to  the 
trustees'  perpetual  right  to  vote  the  stock  as  its  legal  owner." 


3  People  V.  North  River,  etc.  Co. 
,(1890),  121  N.  Y.  582. 

4  Gould  v.  Head  (1889),  38  Fed. 
■886. 

5  The  certificate   is  as   follows: 
■"Trustees   certificate   for   common 

stock.      Shares    $100    each.     

shares.  Wisconsin  Central  Com- 
pany.   No. .    This  is  to  certify 

that  Charles  L.  Colby,  Ed-win  A. 
Abbot  and  Colgate  Hoyt,  trustees, 
own  and  hold  for  the  benefit  of 

,  of ,  shares  of 

the  common  stock  of  the  Wiscon- 
sin Central  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion duly  organized  under  the  laws 
of  Wisconsin  for  the  purpose  of 
acquiring  either  by  purchase  of 
the  capital  stock  or  acquisition  of 
leases  or  purchase  of  right  of  way 
or  other  property,  real,  personal 
or  mixed,  or  by  some  or  all  of 
these  methods,  as  well  as  by  every 
other  lawful  method,  ownership 
and  control  of  the  railroads  al- 
ready constructed  and  known  as 
the  Wisconsin  Central  Associated 
Liines,  and  of  thereafter  maintain- 
ing and  operating  them,  subject  to 
the  following  and  irrevocable 
trust,  to  wit:  First.  Said  trustees, 
their  survivors,  survivor,  succes- 
sors and  successor,  shall  hold 
•said  shares  with  full  power  to  fill 


from  time  to  time  each  and  every 
vacancy  in  their  number  upon  the 
joint  nomination  of  the  surviving 
trustees,  approved  in  writing  by 
the  holders  of  a  majority  of  the 
stock  in  said  company  covered  by 
said  trustees'  certificate,  both  com- 
mon and  preferred.  Each  new 
trustee  shall  from  and  after  the 
filing  of  said  nomination,  so  op- 
proved,  in  the  office  of  the  Farm- 
ers' Loan  and  Trust  Company,  be 
as  fully  vested  with  said  trust  as 
if  he  was  one  of  the  original  trus- 
tees above  named.  Second,.  Said 
trustees  above  named,  their  sur- 
vivors, survivor,  successors  and 
successor,  shall  vote  on  said  shares 
for  all  purposes  whatsoever  upon 
every  question  raised  at  each  and 
every  meeting  of  said  company, 
whether  annual  or  special,  as 
the  majority  of  them  shall  in  their 
discretion  from  time  to  time  de- 
termine. Said  shares  are  trans- 
ferable only  upon  surrender  of 
this  certificate  by  a  conveyance  in 
writing  signed  by  the  person  above 
named,  or  his  attorney  thereunto 
lawfully  authorized,  and  recorded 
in  the  trustees'  books  therefor  by 
the  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Com- 
pany of  the  city  of  New  York;  and 
every  person  accepting  any  trans- 
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While  the  trustees  are  the  legal  owners  of  the  stock,  they  retain  for 
themselves  simply  a  naked  power  to  vote  as  they  or  a  majority 
of  them  shall,  in  their  discretion,  think  best.  The  party  to  whom 
the  certificate  is  issued,  has  never  received  and  has  not  any  power 
of  control  over  that  discretion.  He  accepts  his  interest  in  the 
stock  subject  to  that  reserved  right  and  to  the  lawful  exercise  of 
the  discretion  of  the  trustees.  The  relation,  therefore,  between 
the  certificate-holder  and  the  trustee  grows  out  of  and  rests  upon 
the  certificate  alone  and  is  governed  by  the  general  rules  of  equity 
only.  The  trustee  must  faithfully  vote,  but  is  only  governed  by 
his  own  discretion.  He  can  not  vote  to  give  himself  anything, 
because  the  rules  of  equity  prohibit  a  trustee  from  doing  any  such 
thing,  but  there  is  no  additional,  private  relation  or  private  con- 
tract between  him  and  the  beneficiary.  Under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Voting  Trust,  two  of  the 
trustees  who  were  office  holders  in  the  company,  continued  to 
be  the  active  managers  of  the  property;  but  their  successors  are 
to  be  disqualified  to  hold  any  office  in  the  company  except  that  of 
director,  and  the  continued  ownership  of  a  certain,  considerable, 
specified  amount  of  the  stock  in  their  own  right  is  deemed  a  neces- 
sary qualification  for  the  position  of  trustee.  The  trustees  have 
power  to  nominate  their  own  successors,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  holders  of  a  majority  of  the  trust-certificates.  The  power 
of  ultimate  control  is  thus  vested  permanently  in  the  body  of 
trustees  instead  of  in  an  irresponsible  body  of  stockholders  neces- 
sarily ignorant  of  the  corporate  affairs.  It  has  been  argued  in 
support  of  this  voting  trust  that  when  directors  have  once  been 
selected,  whether  by  trustees  or  by  stockholders,  it  is  they,  in 
either  case,  who  control  and  manage  the  corporation,  subject  only 
to  the  visitatorial  power  of  the  trustees  or  the  stockholders ;  that 
in  the  trustees  that  visitatorial  power  is  intelligent  and  real,  while 
in  ordinary  stockholders  it  is  shadowy  and  practically  ineffective, 
the  individual  stockholders,  regarding  only  their  own  pecuniary 
interest,  and  feeling  no  responsibility  for  or  to  any  one  else ;  that, 

fer  hereof  declares,  by  so  doing,      day  of  ,  18 — .    The  Farmers* 

that  he  receives  said  shares  sub-  Loan  and  Trust  Company.  Regis- 

ject  to  said  trust.    This  certificate      trar,     by    ,     Secretary. 

Is  not  valid  until  signed  by  any      Countersigned.     New  York,  , 

two  of  the  said  trustees,  and  reg-      18 — . ,  Transfer  Agent. 

Istered  by  the  Farmers'  Loan  and     and  — —  ,  -Trus- 

Trust  Company.    Bated  New  York,  tees." 
,  18 — .    Registered  this  
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if  directors  manage  well,  they  acquire  such  strength  before  the 
public  that  it  would  expose  the  trustees  to  obloquy  if  they  turned 
out  faithful  and  efficient  officers ;  that  on  the  other  hand,  the  direc- 
tors and  officers  themselves  would  know  that,  the  visitatorial  power 
being  vested  in  an  efficient  body  of  visitors,  it  would  be  impos- 
sible for  unfaithful  officers  to  perpetuate  themselves  in  power  and 
build  up  a  ring  inside  the  corporation  for  their  private  advantage. 
No  restraint  against  alienation  is  imposed  by  the  Wisconsin  Cen- 
tral Voting  Trust  agreement.  The  certificates  are  transferable 
like  ordinary  shares  of  stock,  and  each  of  them  is  endorsed  with 
a  suitable  form  of  power  of  attorney  for  that  purpose.^  The 
question  whether  this  voting  trust  is  within  the  rule  against  per- 
petuities was  submitted  to  Mr.  John  C.  Gray,  author  of  the 
work  on  Perpetuties,  and  the  highest  living  authority  upon  this 
subject,  and  the  trust  embodied  in  the  certificate  was  pro- 
nounced by  him  to  be  free  from  any  objection  on  the  ground  of 
remoteness.'' 

§  704f.  "Holding"  corporations.  One  corporation  holding 
and  voting  stock  of  another  corporation. — The  new  method  of 
securing  corporate  control,  especially  where  it  is  intended  to  merge 
the  control  of  two  or  more  competing  railroad  corporations,  is  by 
interposing  another  corporation,  specially  organized  for  the  pur- 
pose of  holding  and  voting  the  stock  of  the  former  corporation.' 

6  Endorsement.     "For  value  re-      tion  in  the  premises.    Dated , 

ceived hereby  sell,  assign  and  18 — . .    In  presence  of 

transfer  unto , shares      ." 

of   the   capital   stock   represented  ^  Manuscript  opinion. by  John  C. 

by  the  within  certificate  and   do  Gray,  to  Edwin  H.  Abbott,  one  of 

hereby  irrevocably  constitute  and  the  trustees  above  named. 

appoint    attorney    to  s  But  see  this  subject  in  Chap- 

transfer   the   said    stock    on    the  teb   37,   Teitsts  and  Monopolies, 

books  of  the  within  named  trus-  §§  937  and  941. 
tees  with  full  power  of  substitu- 
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§  705-  Qualifications. — In  the  absence  of  any  qualifications 
prescribed  by  charter,  statute  or  by-law,  any  person  may  be  elected 
.as  director  or  other  corporate  officer,  because  the  directors  are 
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only  agents  of  the  corporation,  while  the  stockholders  are  the 
corporation  itself."^  Votes  cast  for  a  candidate  who  is  disqual- 
ified for  the  office,  will  not  be  thrown  away,  so  as  to  make  the 
election  fall  on  a  candidate  having  a  minority  of  votes,  unless 
the  electors  casting  those  votes  had  knowledge  of  the  facts.^  And 
a  corporation  acquiescing  in  the  election  of  a  person  who  is  not 
qualified  to  hold  the  office  of  director,  thereby  acknowledges  him 
as  a  de  facto  officer,  and  is  bound  by  his  acts  and  engagements.^ 
His  title,  however,  may  be  contested  and  a  new  election  ordered.* 
So  also,  if  after  his  election  he  sells  the  shares  that  qualify  him 
for  the  office,  he  may  be  removed.^  This  has  been  expressly  pro- 
vided by  statute  in  England.^  But  a  pledge  of  his  qualification 
shares,  or  bare  equitable  assignment  thereof,  not  completed  by 
notice  to  the  company,  is  no  ground  for  removal.''  A  director  of 
a  corporation,  who  ceases  to  be  a  Stockholder  during  the  term  for 
which  he  was  chosen,  but  continues  to  act  as  director,  no  judg- 
ment of  ouster  having  been  pronounced  against  him,  is  a  director 
de  facto,  and  his  acts  are  valid  as  to  third  persons.*  But  in  a 
former  case  in  New  York  it  was  held  that  a  director  who 
sells  all  his  stock  and  is  thereafter  superseded  at  a  special  stock- 
holders' meeting  held  pursuant  to  notice,  ceases  to  be  a  director 
either  de  jure  or  de  facto,  though  the  by-laws  provide  that  direc- 
tors shall  be  elected  at  the  regular  annual  meeting;  and  a  judg- 
ment by  default  against  the  company,  in  pursuance  of  service  of 
process  on  him,  is  a  nullity.'     Where  any  qualification  is  pres- 

1  People  v.  North  River,  etc.  Co.,      Ch.  Div.  705 ;   and  Barber's  Case, 
121  N.  Y.   619;   White  v.   Spring-      5  Ch.  Div.  963. 

field,   etc.   Co.,   117  Mass.   226,   19  *In  re  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat 

Am.  Rep.  412.              •  Co.  (1882),  44  N.  J.  529;  Hamley's. 

2  In  re  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat  Case,    5    Ch.    Div.    705;    Barber's 
Co.  (1882),  44  N.  J.  535.  Case,  5  Ch.  Div.  963. 

sKuser  v.  Wright,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  e  Nathan    V.    Tompkins    (1886),. 

825;  Beardsley  v.  Johnson,  121  N.  82  Ala.  447;    Easterly  v.  Barber,. 

Y.  224;   Dispatch  Line  of  Packets  65  N.  Y.  252;  Crain  v.  Easterly,  54 

V.  Bellamy   (1841),  12  N.  H.  205.  N.  Y.  679. 

Cf.  Easterly  v.   Barber,  65  N.  Y.  «  Companies  Clauses  Act  of  1845,. 

252 ;    Crain  v.  Easterly,   54  N.  Y.  8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §  86. 

679.    But  under  the  English  Com-  ^  Gumming  v.  Prescott,  2  Young 

p.anies    Clauses   Act,    holding   the  &  C.  488;  Ex  parte  Littledale,  24 

requisite   number   of  shares   is   a  L.  J.  Q.  B.  9. 

condition  precedent  to  election  as  s  San    Jose     Savings    Bank    v. 

director,  and  the   election  of  one  Sierra  Lumber  Co.  (1883),  63  Cal. 

without  such  qualification  is  void.  179. 

Jenner's  Case   (1877),  7  Ch.  Div.  » Beardsley  v.   Johnson    (N.   Y. 

132;    following  Hamley's   Case,   5  1890),  24  N.  E.  Rep.  380,  49  Hun. 
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cribed,  one  who  is  ineligible  if  elected,  will  not  become  even  a 
de  facto  officer  i^"  but,  as  to  third  persons,  the  corporation  will  be 
liable  for  his  acts  in  its  behalf,  if  it  permits  him  to  act.  Without 
express  authority  to  do  so,  it  is  not  for  the  inspectors  of  a  cor- 
porate election  to  report  upon  the  question  of  eligibility  of  a  can- 
didate for  election  as  director  or  officer. '^^  There  is  no  authority 
in  the  board  of  directors  to  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  its 
directors.^^ 

§  706.  Power  to  elect  officers  and  appoint  agents. — The 
stockholders  constitute  the  corporation,  to  the  extent  to  which 
they  have  the  power  to  act.  This  power  is  only  to  choose  the 
directors.  Directors  derive  all  their  power  and  authority  from 
the  charter  and  laws,  and  none  from  the  stockholders.  The  power 
to  appoint  agents  and  to  elect  directors  and  other  officers,  rests 
primarily  in  the  body  of  the  corporators,  unless  some  particular 
body  within  the  corporation  is  legally  vested  with  the  power.^* 
It  need  not  be  expressly  conferred,  but  is  implied.^*  The  power 
to  elect  or  appoint  directors  and  other  officers  and  agents,  is  in 
the  stockholders,  unless  otherwise  provided  in  the  charter ;  and 
at  such  times  and  in  such  manner  as  they  may  choose,  but  in  com- 
pliance with  the  charter.^^  In  a  few  States  these  officers  are 
called  trustees.  Although  boards  of  directors,  managers,  etc., 
are  themselves  only  agents  of  the  corporation,^^  they  are  now ' 
usually  empowered  to  appoint  most  other  agents  of  the  corpora- 
tion, even  including  the  president  himself."  And,  if  so  em- 
powered by  the  charter,  they  can  not  be  elected  or  appointed  by 
the  stockholders.^^  The  directors,  in  exercising  the  power,  must 
themselves  have  been  legally  elected,^"  and  must  act  legally  at  a 

•607;     Richards     v,     Attleborough  vice   president   might   act   in    his 

Nat.  Bank,  148  Mass.  187.  stead,  though  that  oflBcer  was  not 

10  Richards  v.  Attleborough  Nat.  provided  for  by  name  in  the  by- 
Bank,  148  Mass.  187.  laws,   the   directors   simply   being 

11  In    re    St.    Lawrence    Steam  authorized  to  create  other  offices, 
-Boat  Co.,  44  N.  J.  Law,  529.  and  they  having  created   that  of 

12  Vide  infra,  §  714.  vice  president.     Coleman  v.  West 

13  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  §  277.      Virginia  Oil  &  Oil  Land  Co.,  25  W. 
"Wright   V.   Comonwealth,   109      Va.  148  (1884). 

Pa.  St.  560,  2  Atl.  294;   Beardsley  isWalsenburg     Water     Co.     v. 

TT.  Johnson,  121  N.  Y.  224.  Moore,   5  Colo.  App.   144,  38  Pac. 

"Moses   V.    Tompkins,    84   Ala.  60;    In  re  St.    Helen  Mill   Co.,   3 

■613,   4    So.    763;    State   v.   McCul-  Sawy.  88,  21  Fed.  Cas.  161. 

lough,  3  Nev.  202.  19  Waterman  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Co., 

16  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  §  280.  139  111.  658,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  228. 

If  So  on  the  death  of  the  presi-  15  L.  R.  A.  418. 
dent,  it  has  been  held,  that  the 
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meeting  duly  called/"  and  as  required  by  the  charter  or  statute," 
and  the  number  of  directors  to  constitute  the  board  must  be  as 
so  required.^^  In  New  York,  the  presidents  of  railroad  com- 
panies are  elected  by  the  directors  from  their  own  number.^'  The 
appointment  of  agents  of  a  corporation  need  not  be  under  seal  ;"* 
nor  even  by  a  formal  vote  of  the  board  or  body  having  the  power 
of  appointment.^'  An  appointment  of  an  agent,  by  a  general  officer 
who  would  naturally  have  power  to  make  it,  will  bind  the  com- 
pany, especially  if  acquiesced  in  by  accepting  the  services  of  the 
appointee.^^  A  corporation  which  has  recognized  and  ratified  the 
acts  of  one  assuming  to  be  its  agent,  can  not  afterwards  dispute  his 
authority  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  regularly  appointed  by 
the  directors.^^     So  it  is  immaterial,  as  against  strangers,  whether 


20  Hancock  v.  Holbrook,  9  Fed. 
353. 

21  Moses  V.  Tompkins,  84  Ala. 
613,  4  So.  763. 

22Beardsley  v.  Johnson,  121  N. 
Y.  224,  24  N.  B.  380. 

23  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140, 
§6. 

24  Randall  v.  Van  Vechten,  19 
Johns.  60,  10  Am.  Dec.  193;  Bank 
of  Columbia  v.  Patterson,  7 
Cranch,  299,  305;  Faviell  v.  East- 
ern Counties  Ry.  Co.,  2  Ex.  344; 
Brown  &  Theobald's  Ry.  Law,  108; 
Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations, 
§  283.  A  statute  of  Indiana  re- 
quires that  the  appointment  of  a 
person  by  a  foreign  corporation  to 
act  as  its  agent  in  'Indiana  be 
made  a  matter  of  record.  Ind. 
Rev.  Stat.  (1881),  §  3022;  Morrow 
V.  United  States  Mortgage  Co.,  96 
Ind.  21  (1884).  And  in  this  case, 
an  instrument  showing  that  A.  had 
been  appointed  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion's "agent  for  transacting 
business  af  I.,"  filed  in  accord- 
ance with  said  statute,  was  held 
to  make  A.  the  company's  general 
agent  at  that  place. 

26  Thus,  where  each  stockholder 
of  a  joint-stock  corporation  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  Connecti- 
cut was  also  a  director,  and  in 
that  capacity,  united  in  appoint- 
ing one  of  their  number  agent  of 
the  corporation  to  enter  into  and 


perform  contracts  in  its  name,  al- 
though no  formal  meeting  had' 
been  called  for  that  purpose,  no- 
formal  vote  taken,  and  no  records 
made,  it  was  decided  that  the  ap- 
pointment was  valid  and  t'le  acts 
of  the  agent  in  pursuance  of  the 
authority  thus  conferred  were- 
binding  on  the  corporation.  Wood 
V.  Wiley  Construction  Co.  (1888),. 
56  Conn.  87. 

26  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Patter? 
son,  7  Cranch  (U.  S.)  299;  Sher- 
man V.  Fitch,  98  Mass.  59;  Sher- 
man, etc.  v.  Swigart,  43  Kan.  292,. 
19  Am.  St.  Rep.  137. 

27  As  where  plaintiff  is  ap- 
pointed to  an  office  unknown  to- 
the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the 
defendant  corporation  by  two  offi- 
cers termed,  respectively,  "Gen- 
eral Agent"  and  "State  Agent," 
who  supposed  they  had  authority 
to  so  appoint  him,  and  who- 
would  naturally  be  understood  by 
the  public  as  having  authority  ta 
employ  persons  to  assist  in  de- 
fendant's work,  and  there  is  evi- 
dence that  the  paper  making  the 
appointment  was  shown  to  the 
president  of  defendant,  and 
plaintiff  thereafter  renders  such 
services  as  are  required  in  the 
regular  course  of  defendant's  busi- 
ness, a  finding  by  a  jury  that  de- 
fendant is  bound  by  the  appoint- 
ment will  not  be  disturbed.    Equi- 
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the  person  acting  as  managing  director  of  a  corporation  received 
a  specific  appointment  to  that  position  from  the  board  of  directors, 
if  he  has  long  acted  in  that  capacity  without  objection,  and  if  his 
services  as  such  have  been  invariably  accepted.^'  The  authority 
given  an  agent  may  be  shown  by  parol,^'  and  by  proof  of  the  cor- 
poration's continuous  acquiescence  in  his  acts.^"  So,  likewise,  the 
acceptance  of  an  office  may  be  inferred  by  acts  of  acquiescence. 
As  where  the  clerk  of  a  corporation  is  present  When  a  vote  ap- 
proving his  election  is  passed,  and  he  himself  records  the  vote." 
§  707.  Directors.  Eligibility  and  election. — The  power  to 
have  a  board  of  directors  is  inherent  in  all  private  corporations. 
No  special  power  need  be  conferred  by  statute,'^  although  the 
common  law  in  this  respect  has  been  frequently  embodied  in  gen- 


table  Endowment  Assn.  v.  Fisher 
(Md.  1890),  IS.Atl.  Rep.  808;  Pix- 
ley  V.  Western  Pac.  R.  Co.,  33 
Cal.  183,  91  Am.  Dec.  623;  Flynn 
V.  Des  Moines  &  St.  Louis  Ry.  Co. 
(1884),  63  Iowa,  490.  But  a  fire 
insurance  company  which  sends  a 
premium  note  to  the  postmaster  at 
a  town  where  it  has  a  risit  for  col- 
lectiqn,  in  ignorance  of  the  fact 
that  the  insured  is  also  postmas- 
ter, does  not  thereby  make  the  in- 
sured its  agent,  and  the  payment 
by  the  postmaster  to  himself  of 
the  premium,  and  the  cancellation 
by  him  of  the  note  after  the  policy 
has  become  suspended,  does  not 
bind  the  company.  Harle  v.  Coun- 
cil Bluffs  Ins.  Co.  (1887),  71  Iowa, 
401. 

28  "Walker  v.  Detroit  Transit  Ry. 
Co.   (1881),  47  Mich.  338. 

28  Even  though  conferred  at  a 
meeting  of  directors.  Morrill  v. 
Segar  Manuf.  Co.,  32  Hun,  543. 
The  testimony  of  one  of  a  rail- 
road's directors  as  to  the  official 
position  and  activity  of  a  cer- 
tain person  as  member  of  the  ex- 
ecutive committee,  coupled  with 
evidence  that  he  was  recognized 
and  acted  as  such,  is  competent 
and  sufficient  to  show  his  author- 
ity to  act  for  the  corporation,  as 
to  third  persons.  St.  Louis  &  C. 
Ry.  Co.  v.  D"rennan'(1889),  26  111. 


App.  263.  But  declarations  of 
director  as  to  whether  a  certain 
person  is  the  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, are  not  sufficient  to  bind  the 
company.  Florida,  etc.  R. .  Co.  v. 
Varnedoe   (1888),  81  Ga.  175. 

30  Fifth  Ward  Sav.  Bank  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank  (1887),  48  N.  J. 
513.  For  instance,  an  insurance 
company's  recognition  of  one's 
open  and  notorious  transaction  of 
its  general  business  as  its  secre- 
tary, his  custody  of  its  books,  and 
his  borrowing  money  ,  entered 
thereon.  Talladega  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Peacock  (1882),  67  Ala.  253.  And 
It  has  even  been  held  that  where 
a  corporation  paid  a  bill  for  fur- 
niture contracted  by  A.,  and  sub- 
sequently used  other  furniture 
also  bought  by  him,  they  were 
liable  therefor,  as  having  made  A. 
their  agent,  though  he  had  never 
been  appointed  by  any  act  under 
the  corporate  seal.  Bancroft  v. 
Wilmington  Conference  Academy 
(1883),  5  Del.  577. 

31  Delano  v.  Smith  Charities 
(1884),  138  Mass.  63. 

32Hurlbut  V.  Marshall  (1884), 
62  Wis.  590;  Commonwealth  v. 
Gill,  3  Whart.  (Pa.)  228;  Beards- 
ley  V.  Johnson,  121  N.  Y.  224; 
Wright  V.  Commonwealth,  109  Pa. 
St.  560;  Protection  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Foote,  79  111.  361. 
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eral  statutes  relating  to  corporate  bodies,*^  which  generally  pre- 
scribe also  the  number  of  directors  or  trustees  to  whom  the  cor- 
porate management  shall  be  committed.'*  Provision  has  also 
been  made  by  statute  for  reducing  the  number  of  trustees.'^     As 


S3B.  g.  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1850, 
ch.  140,  §  5,  relating  to  railway 
companies;  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1875, 
ch.  611,  §  6,  the  Business  Corpora- 
tion Act  of  that  State.  It  is  pro- 
vided by  New  Hampshire  Gen.  St., 
ch.  134,  §  3,  that  the  business  of 
every  dividend-paying  corporation 
"shall  be  managed  by  the  direct- 
ors thereof,  subject  to  the  by- 
laws and  votes  of  the  corporation, 
and  under  their  direction  by  such 
officers  and  agents  as  shall  be  duly 
appointed  by  the  directors  or  by 
the  corporation."  It  is  held  under 
this  act  that  the  corporation  can- 
not join  another  officer  with  the 
directors.  Charlestown  Boot  & 
Shoe  Co.  v.  Dunsmore  (1884),  60 
N.  H.  85. 

34  Thus,  the  Manufacturing  Cor- 
porations Act  of  New  York  fixes 
the  number  of  directors  at  not 
less  than  three  nor  more  than 
nine.  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1848,  ch.  40, 
§  3.  The  number  of  trustees 
under  the  act  of  1865,  cannot  ex- 
'ceed  thirteen,  and  cannot  be  less 
than  three;  under  the  act  of 
1875  there  cannot  be  more  than 
twenty,  nor  less  than  five.  Sny- 
der's Club  Soc.  &  Assn.  Laws,  1 
(1881).  And  the  board  of  direct- 
ors of  corporations  formed  under 
the  General  Railroad  Act  of  that 
state,  consists  of  thirteen  mem- 
bers. N.  Y.  Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140, 
§  5.  A  provision  in  a  railroad 
company's  articles  of  association, 
that  the  total  length  of  the  road 
"and  its  branches"  shall  be  thirty- 
five  miles,  is  not  evidence  that  its 
main  route  exceeds  fifteen  miles; 
and,  in  the  absence  of  other  proof, 
a  reduction  of  the  directors  from 
thirteen  to  seven  in  number, 
under  Laws  N.  Y.  1864,  ch.  582, 
§  3,  authorizing  such  action  by 
"any     railroad     company     whose 


main  route  does  not  exceed  fif- 
teen miles,"  will  be  presumed  to 
be  regular.  Beardsley  v.  Johnson 
(1890),  24  N.  B.  Rep.  380,  121  N. 
Y.  224.  Except  in  the  case  of 
roads  not  exceeding  twenty  miles 
in  length  which  may  have  but 
seven.  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1864,  ch.  582, 
§  3,  as  amended  by  Laws  of  1883, 
ch.  46.  But  in  England  it  is  en- 
acted that  where  the  company  is 
authorized  by  the  special  act  of 
incorporation  to  increase  or  to  re- 
duce the  number  of  the  directors, 
it  may,  from  time  to  time,  in  gen- 
eral meeting,  after  due  notice  for 
that  purpose,  increase  or  reduce 
the  number  of  the  directors  with- 
in the  prescribed  limits,  if  any, 
and  may  determine  the  order  of 
rotation  in  which  such  reduced  or 
Increased  number  shall  go  out  of 
office,  and  what  number  shall  be 
a  quorum  at  their  meetings.  8 
Vic,  ch.  16  §  82.    . 

35  Laws  N.  Y.  1848,  ch.  40,  §  12, 
as  amended  by  laws  1875,  ch.  510, 
requires  an  annual  report  to  be 
published,  signed  by  a  majority  of 
the  trustees  of  a  corporation,  con- 
taining certain  statements  rela- 
tive to  its  financial  condition,  and 
Imposes  a  penalty  on  the  trustees 
for  non-compliance.  Laws  1860, 
ch.  269,  as  amended  by  Laws  1878, 
ch.  316,  provides  that  the  majority 
of  the  trustees  of  any  corporation 
may  reduce  the  number  of  trus- 
tees by  signing  a  certificate  de- 
claring what  number  shall  con- 
stitute the  board,  copies  of  which 
shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of 
state,  etc.  Under  these  acts  it  was 
held  where  a  corporation  had,  by 
its  certificate  of  incorporation, 
twelve  trustees;  and  vacancies  oc- 
curring, the  remaining  trustees 
determined  to  reduce  the  number 
of  trustees  to  nine,  but  no  certlfi- 
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a  rule,  all  corporate  business  must  be  carried  on  by  the  agency, 
and  under  the  administration,  supervision  and  management  of 
those  officers  whom  the  stockholders  elect  for  that  purpose.^" 

§  708.  (a)  A  married  woman  may  be  a  director,  or  other  cor- 
porate officer. — At  common  law  a  married  woman  was  inelig- 
ible to  be  a  director  or  other  corporate  officer,  but  where,  as  is 
now  generally  the  case  in  the  United  States,  her  common  law 
disability  to  contract  has  been  removed  by  statute,  she  may  be  a 
director  or  other  corporate  officer.^''  Bankruptcy  d6es  not  render 
anyone  ineligible  to  be  a  director,  unless  so  provided  by  the 
charter  or  by-laws.^'  One  who  is  a  director  may,  at  the  same 
time,  hold  any  other  office  in  the  corporation,  in  the  absence  of 
any  contrary  provision  of  law  or  by-law.^° 

§  709.  (b)  Residence  or  citizenship  of  director. — Residence, 
or  citizenship  in  the  State,  of  the  director  or  other  officer,  is  un- 
necessary unless  expressly  required  by  statute.*"  There  are  pro- 
visions in  the  constitutions  and  statutes  of  several  of  the  American 
States,  requiring  that  a  certain  proportion  of  the  directors  or  trus- 
tees of  corporations  shall  be  residents  of  the  State  from  which 
they  derive  their  corporate  existence.*^  In  the  absence  of  a  re- 
quirement of  this  nature,  however,  there  is  no  principle  of  com- 
mon law  imposing  that  qualification.^^  A  statutory  provision  by 
which  a  minority  of  the  directors  of  a  railway  company  are  al- 

cate  of  the  reduction  was  made,  ss  State  v.  Ferris,  42  Conn.  560; 

as  provided  by  the  act;  and  a  ma-  Kuser  v.  Wright,  52  N.  J.  Bq.  825; 

Jority   of  the   nine   elected   there-  Atlas  Nat.  Bank  v.  F.  B.  Gardner 

after    signed    reports"    complying  Co.,  8  Biss.  537. 

■with  the  statute  first  mentioned,  39  Sargent  v.  Webster,  54  Mass. 

the    reports    being    honestly    de-  497,  46  Am.  Dec.  43. 

signed  to  conform  to  the  law,  and  *o  North,  etc.   Stock  Co.  v.  Peo- 

not  intended  to  deceive  any  one,  pie,  147  111.  234,  24  L.  R.  A.  462; 

that  the  law  authorizing  the   re-  Commonwealth   v.    Detwiller,    131 

duction    was    substantially    com-  Pa.  St.  614,  7  L.  R.  A.  357. 

plied  with,  and  that,  therefore,  a  *i  Horton    v.    Wilder,    48    Kan. 

majority     of     the     trustees     had  222,  29  Pac.  566;  E.  g.  111.  Const, 

signed    the     reports     within    the  (1870),  art.  xi,  §  11;   N.  Y.  Laws 

meaning  of  the  law.     Wallace   &  of  1848,  ch.  40,  §  3;  Cal.  Civ.  Code, 

Sons    V.    Walse    (1889),    5    N.   Y.  §  285.     Gf.  Ohio  &  M.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

Supp.  351.  People  (1888),  123  111.  467;   State 

33 '.'Directors    of    Corporations,"  v.  Smith   (1887),  15  Oreg.  98. 

by  Joseph  A.  Joyce,  19  Cent.  L.  J.  42  Kerchner  v.  Gettys,  18   S.  C. 

S05,  citing  Cass  v.  Manchester,  etc.  521;  North,  etc.  Stock  Co.  v.  Peo- 

Co.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  Pa.  1881),  13  The  pie,  147  111.  234,  24  L.  R.  A.  462; 

Reporter,    167;    Morse    on    Banks  Commonwealth   v.   Detwiller,    131 

and  Banking,  90.  Pa.  St.  643,  7  L.  R.  A.  357. 

37  People  V.  Webster,  10  Wend. 
<N.  Y.)  554. 


1050  DIKECTOES,  OFFICEKS   AND   AGENTS.  [§  710. 

lowed  to  reside  without  the  State,  will  apply  equally  as  well  to  a 
company  owning  a  very  short  line,  which  they  operate  for  their 
own  private  purposes,  as  to  a  company  owning  a  more  extended 
line,  operated  in  the  interest  of  the  public.^'*  And  these  provi- 
sions do  not  apply  to  domestic  railroads,  consolidated  with  rail- 
roads in  other  States.** 

§  710.  (c)  Ownership  of  stock  is  generally  required  of  direc- 
tors.— Unless  expressly  prescribed,  the  ownership  of  capital 
stock  in  the  corporation  is  unnecessary  to  the  eligibility  of  any 
such  ofiScer.*^  Such  ownership  is  sometimes  required  by  statute, 
as  in  New  York,*'  and  where  if  is  required,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  transfer  of  the  stock  to  the  officer  shall  be  registered  upon  the 
corporate  books,  unless  required  by  statute.*'  If  the  statute  re- 
quires such  ownership  by  the  director  or  other  officer,  he  ceases 
to  be  an  officer,  whenever  he  altogether  ceases  to  be  a  stock- 
holder, and  without  any  proceeding  to  remove  him.**  At  com- 
mon law  it  was  not  necessary  that  a  director  should  be  a  stock- 
holder in  the  corporation.*'  Any  one  competent  to  act  as  an 
agent,  might  be  elected  a  director.""  It  is  contrary,  however,  to 
the  spirit  of  modern  legislation  to  permit  the  affairs  of  these 
great  enterprises  to  be  governed  by  persons  having  no  pecuniary 
interest  therein ;  accordingly,  it  is  generally  required  by  the  cor- 
poration laws  of  the  several  States  that  directors  shall  be  chosen 
only  from  among  members  or  stockholders  of  the   company."'' 

43  state  v.  Smith  (1887),  15  Dec.  203;  Bartholomew  v.  Bent- 
Oreg.  98,  14  Pac.  814.  ley,  1  Ohio  St.  37;  Taylor  on  Cor- 

44  Ohio  &  M.  Ry.  Co.  v.  People      porations,  §  614,  note. 

(1888),  123  111.  467.  so  As  a  married  woman.    People 

45  Schmidt  v.  Mitchell,  101  Ky.  v.  Webster,  10  Wend.  554;  White 
570,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  427.  v.  Springfield,  etc.  Co.,  117  Mass. 

46  Despatch,     etc^     v.     Bellamy  226,  19  Am.  Rep.  412. 

Manuf.,  12  N.  H.  205,  37  Am.  Dec.  51  Bartholomew    v.    Bentley,    1 

203;    Chemical  Nat.  Bank  v.  Col-  Ohio   St.   37;    State  v.   Smith,   15 

well,  132  N.  Y.  250.  Oreg.  98    (1887);    State  v.  Leete, 

47  State  V.  Smith,  15  Oreg.  98,  15  16  Nev.  242.  A  director  of  one 
Pac.  137,  386.  company  which  holds  stock  In  an- 

48  Orr  Water  Ditch  Co.  v.  Reno,  other  is  a  "stockholder"  in  the 
etc.  Co.,  17  Nev.  166,  30  Pac.  695.  latter  within  the  meaning  of  an 

49  Wight  V.  Springfield,  etc.  R.  act  prescribing  such  qualifications. 
Co.,  117  Mass.  226,  19  Am.  Rep.  Chase  v.  Tuttle  (1887),  55  Conn. 
412;  In  re,  etc.  St.  Lawrence  455;  construing  Conn.  Laws  of 
Steamboat  Co.,  44  N.  J.  529;  State  1876,  p.  117,  together  with  Conn. 
V.  McDaniel,  22  Ohio  St.  354,  367;  Laws  of  1880,  p.  561.  In  New 
Ex  parte  Stock,  33  L.  J.  Ct.  731.  York  it  is  provided  by  the  Gen- 
Gf.  Desjpatch  Line  v.  Bellamy  oral  Railroad  Act  of  1850,  that  no 
Manuf.  Co.,  12  N.  H.  205,  37  Am.  person  shall  be  a  director  unless 
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Such  requirements  contemplate,  of  course,  only  a  bona  fide  holder 
of  stock.''^  But  under  these  acts,  a  person  who  "holds'-'  shares 
of  stock  issued  in  his  name,  is  recognized  as  a  stockholder,  as 
well  as  one  who  "owns"  them.''^  Accordingly,  the  competency 
of  a  director  is  not  impaired  by  the  fact  that  his  qualification 
shares  were  transferred  to  him  in  trust  for  the  very  purpose  of 
enabling  him  to  act.^*  So,  also,  it  has  been  decided  that  the  holder 
of  stock  under  a  power  of  attorney,  being  entitled  to  vote  at  cor- 
porate meetings,  is  competent  to  act  as  a  director.^^  The  transfer 
books  of  the  company  are  not  conclusive,  that  one  is  not  a  stock- 
holder and  eligible  to  election  as  director.'®     And  the  inspectors 


he  shall  be  a  stockholder,  owning 
stock  absolutely  in  his  own  right 
and  qualified  to  vote  for  direct- 
ors at  the  election  at  which  he 
shall  be  chosen.  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
1850,  ch.  140,  §  5.  By  the  Compa- 
nies Clauses  Act  of  1845,  in  Eng- 
land, no  person  shall  be  capable 
of  being  a  director  unless  he  be 
a  shareholder,  nor  unless  he  be 
possessed  of  the  number  of  shares 
prescribed  by  the  act  of  incorpo- 
ration, if  any;  and  no  person  hold- 
ing an  oflBce  or  place  of  trust  or 
profit  under  the  company,  or  in- 
terested in  any  contract  with  the 
company,  shall  be  capable  of  be- 
ing a  director;  and  no  director 
shall  be  capable  of  accepting  any 
other  office  or  place  of  trust  or 
profit  under  the  company,  or  of 
being  interested  in  any  contract 
with  the  company,  during  the 
time  he  shall  be  a  director.  8  Vic, 
ch.  16,  §  85.  Under  the  English 
^ct  it  is  held  that  only  elected  di- 
rectors are  required  to  be  quali- 
fied as  shareholders  and  not  di- 
rectors named  in  the  special  act 
of  incorporation.  Browne  &  Theo- 
bald's Ry.  Law,  101,  citing  Portal 
V.  Bmmens,  1  C.  P.  Div.  664,  667; 
Chemical  Nat.  Bank  v.  Colwell, 
132  N.  Y.  250. 

52  Iw  re  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat 
Co.  (1882),  44  N.  J.  L.  529.  In 
this  case  a  husband  bought  stock 
with  his  wife's  money  as  an  in- 
vestment for  her,  but  the  certifi- 


cate was  accidentally  made  out  to 
him.  At  first  he  ordered  it  to  be 
changed,  but  afterwards  con- 
cluded to  take  the  stock  himself, 
and  countermanded  the  order,  and 
transferred  the  cost  from  his 
wife's  account  to  his  own;  and  fie 
was  held  to  be  a  Boraa  fide  holder 
of  stock  and  eligible  as  director. 
63  State  V.  Leete,  16  Nev.  242. 

54  State  V.  Leete,  16  Nev.  242 ; 
Budd  V.  Monroe,  18  Hun,  316. 
Contra,  Bartholomew  v.  Bentley,  1 
Ohio  St.  37.  In  the  Nevada  case 
cited  above,  a  stockholder  owning 
certain  shares  of  stock  in  a  corpo- 
ration organized  -for  the  purpose 
of  maintaining  an  irrigating  ditch, 
gave  them  to  his  son  with  the  re- 
quest that  new  certificates  should 
be  Issued  in  the  son's  ^narne,  and 
transferred  upon  the  books  of  the 
company.  This  request  was  com- 
plied with.  The  son  paid  nothing 
for  the  stock,  the  transfer  being 
made  in  order  that  he  might  be 
eligible  to  the  office  of  trustee; 
and  it  was  held,  on  a  review  of 
the  statutes  of  Nevada,  that  the 
transaction  constituted  the  son  a 
stockholder,  and  made  him  elibi- 
ble  to  office.  State  v.  Leete,  16 
Nev.  142 ;  Schmidt  v.  Mitchell,  101 
Ky.  570,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  427. 

55  State  V.  Ferris,  42  Conn.  560. 

56  In  re  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat 
Co.  (1882),  44  N.  J,  529;  State  v. 
Smith,  15  Oreg.  98,  15  Pac.  137, 
386. 
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of  election  have  no  power  to  decide  that  question.  It  can  only  be 
raised  in  the  courts.^^  Persons  elected  to  the  office  of  director 
may  go  upon  the  market  and  purchase  their  qualification  shares, 
and  are  not  bound  to  take  them  of  the  company  itself."'  Upon 
sale  of  the  stock  of  a  stockholder,  elected  director  and  president 
of  the  corporation,  he  does  not  ipso  facto  vacate  his  office."'  If 
one  of  the  three  directors,  required  by  statute  as  necessary  to  ex- 
ecute a  mortgage,  assigns  his  stock  and  thus  becomes  disqualified, 
and  the  other  two  directors  alone  execute  the  corporate  mort- 
gage, the  mortgagee  without  knowledge  of  the  facts,  is  pro- 
tected.^^a 

§  711.  (d)  May  hold  more  than  one  office. — If  not  forbidden 
by  the  charter,  statute  or  by-law,  several  offices  may  be  held 
at  the  same  time  by  any  director  or  other  corporate  officer.'" 

§  712.  (e)  Oath  of  office  of  director. — If  so  required  by  char- 
ter, statute  or  by-law,  an  officer  must  take  an  oath  to  faithfully 
perform  his  duties,  and  until  so  sworn,  he  is  not  de  jure  an  officer  ; 
"but  failing  to  take  the  oath  will  not  prevent  his  being  an  officer 
de  facto.^^  It  is  often  provided  that  a  director,  before  entering 
upon  his  duties,  shall  be  sworn  to  .faithfully  perform  them.  If 
"he  fail  to  take  the  oath  he  will,  nevertheless,  be  a  director 
de  facto,^^  and  his  acts  will  be  binding  upon  the  corporation.^' 

57  In  re  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat  102 ;  Caruth's  Case,  L.  R.  20  Eq. 
€0.  (1882),. 44  N.  J.  529.  Under  a  506;  In  re  Peninsular  Bank,  Aus- 
statutory  provision,  tliat  the  di-  tin's  Case,  L.  R.  2  Bq.  435  (1862). 
rectors  of  a  corporation  shall  be  Contra,  Fo^vler's  Case,  L.  R.  14 
elected  from  the  shareholders,  Eq.  316;  Hayward's  Case,  L.  R.  13 
and  a  provision  in  the  by-laws  Eq.  30.  Cf.  Hamley's  Case,  5  Ch. 
that  transfers  of  shares  shall  be  Div.  705. 

made  only  on  the  corporate  books,  o'  Howie    v.     Scarbrough     (Ga. 

and  that  for  a  designated  time  be-  1903),  35  So.  113. 

fore  the  annual  meeting  the  trans-  59a  Kuser   v.   Wright,    52   N.   J. 

ter  book  shall   be   closed,   it   has  Eq.  825,  31  Atl.  397. 

been  held  that  although  the  privi-  <^o  Sargent  v.  Webster,  54  Mass. 

lege  of  voting  or  of  receiving  divi-  497,  46  Am.  Dec.  743.    Tide  supra, 

dends  may  be  denied  a  purchaser  §  708. 

of  shares,  who  has  not  procured  ei  Simpson  v.    Garland,   76   Me. 

his   transfer   to   be   recorded,   yet  203. 

that  he  is  eligible  to  the  office  of  «2  Schwab  v.  Frisco,  etc.  Co.,  21 

director.    State  v.  Smith,  15  Oreg.  Utah,  258,  60  Pao.  940;  Simpson  v. 

^8.  Garland,  76  Me.  203;   Hastings  v. 

58  State  V.  Leete,   16   Nev.  242;  Blue,  etc.  Corp.,  26  Mass.  80. 
Jenner's    Case,  "7    Ch.    Div.    132;  63  Hudson  v.  J.   B.   Parker  Ma- 
Dent's  &  Forbes'  Case,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  chine  Co.,  173  Mass.  242,  53  N.  E. 
768;  Chapman's  Case,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  867. 

S67;    Brown's   Case,   L.  R.   9   Ch. 
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§  713-  (f)  Eligibility  to  corporate  office. — Any  person  is 
eligible  to  appointment  as  director  or  other  corporate  officer,  if 
no  qualification  is  prescribed  in  the  charter,  general  statute  or 
by-laws."*  Votes  cast  for  a  candidate  who  is  ineligible,  will  not ' 
be  discarded,  so  as  to  give  the  election  to  a  candidate  having  a 
minority  of  votes,  unless  the  electors  knew  of  the  ineligibility  of 
the  candidate  voted  for."^  Where  a  statute  declares  that  no  per- 
son shall  be  eligible  to  the  office  of  director  of  a  corporation  un- 
less he  is  a  stockholder  therein,  and  where  the  by-laws  of  a  cor- 
poration provide  that  transfers  of  stock  shall  be  made  only  on 
the  corporate  books,  and  that  the  transfer-book  shall  be  closed  for 
ten  days  previous  to  the  day  of  the  annual  meeting  of  the  stock- 
holders, although  the  purchast-r  of  stock,  who  has  not  caused  his 
transfer  to  be  recorded,  might  be  refused  pei'mission  to  vote,  or 
to  receive  dividends,  yet  he  may  be  elected  a  director  by  the  vote 
of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders.""  The  Oregon  statute,  permit- 
ting a  minority  of  the  directors  of  corporations  constructing  rail- 
roads or  canals  to  reside  out  of  the  State,  applies  to  a  corpora- 
tion whose  railroad,  running  from  its  furnace  to  its  mine,  is  only 
three  miles  long,  and  whose  short  canal  is  not  navigable."'' 

§  714-  (g)  Stockholders  elect  the  directors. — In  ^he  absence 
of  contrary  provision,  the  power  to  elect  directors  and  other  cor- 
porate officers  is  in  the  stockholders."*  Not  all  such  power  ex- 
tends to  a  board  of  management  by  whatever  name  it  may  be 
called,  whether  board  of  trustees,  vestry,  executive  committe  or 
what  not.  This  inherent  function  of  companies  is  the  representa- 
tive principle  tmder  which  their  chosen  managing  bodies,  are, 
in  law,  h€ld  to  represent  the  company  or  organization  in  all  acts 
done  in  conformity  to  the  by-laws  and  rules  of  the  company  res- 
pecting their  office.  In  the  absence  of  charter  or  statutory  regula- 
tion thereof,  the  shareholders  may,  in  the  by-laws  adopted  by 
them,  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  the  managing  board."'  There 
is  no  authority,  however,  in  the  board  itself  to  prescribe  the  qual- 
ifications of  its  members.'" 


6*  Wight  V.  Springfield,  etc.  Co.,  «»In  re  Griffing  Iron  Co.,  63  N. 

117  Mass.  226,  19  Am.  Rep.  412.  J.  Law,  168. 

6s  In    re    St.    Lawrence    Steam-  69  People  v.  Northern  R.  Co.,  42 

boat  Co.   (1883),  44  N.  J.  529.  N.   Y.   217;    Cammayer   v.   United 

66  State    V.    Smith     (1887),    15  Church,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  186. 

Oregon,  98.  ''o  in  re  British  Provident  Life, 

«7  State  V.  Smith,  15  Oregon,  98.  etc.     Assn.,      5     Ch.     Div.     306. 
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§  715.  (h)  Directors  must  act  as  a  board. — Although  a  direc- 
tor, like  any  other  person,  may  be  appointed  by  the  board  of 
■directors  to  act  as  their  agent,'''-  no  single  director  has  authority, 
by  virtue  of  his  office,  to  bind  the  company  by  his  acts  or  engage- 
ments.'^ Thus,  a  single  director  can  not  sell  the  bonds  of  his 
company  unless  expressly  authorized  to  do  so.'^  Nor  can  he  bind 
bis  company  to  responsibility  for  goods  furnished  by  a  merchant 
to  an  employe  of  the  company.'*  Thus,  a  director  of  a  railroad 
company,  though  owning  a  majority  of  the  stock,  can  not  bind 
the  company  by  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  its  road-way. 
No  estoppel  arises  against  the  company,  having  a  contract  with 
one  of  its  directors  for  the  construction  of  a  portion  of  its  road- 
way, where  it  had  no  knowledge  of  the  latter's  contract  in  its 
name  with  plaintiffs,  at  the  time  the  work  sued  for  was  done, 
though  it  had  been  gamisheed  in  a  suit  against  plaintiffs,  and  the 
•estimates,  furnished  by  the  director's  engineer,  showed  the  work 
to  have  been  done  by  plaintiffs.'"  Even  a  majority  of  the  direc- 
tors or  all  of  them  acting  separately,  can  not  bind  the  corporation 


Of.   Lord  Hamilton's  Case,  L.   R. 
■8  Ch.  548. 

'1  Northampton  Bank  v.  Pepoon 
■(1814),  11  Mass.  288. 

72  Titus  V.  Cairo,  etc.  Co.,  37 
TSr.  J.  98;  People's  Bank  v.  St.  An- 
thony's R.  C.  Church  (1886),  39 
Hun,  498. 

73  Titus  v.  Cairo,  etc.  R.  Co.,  37 
:n.  J.  98. 

74  Rice  V.  Peninsular  Club 
(1884),  52  Mich.  87. 

75  Allemong  v.  Simmons  (Ind. 
1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  416. 
The  argument  in  this  case  is  as 
follows:  "It  Is  true  Crawford 
was  one  of  the  directors  of  the 
company,  and  held  a  majority  of 
the  stock,  hut  the  existence  of 
these  facts  conferred  upon  him  no 
power  to  make  contracts  for  the 
corporation.  If  could  only  he 
hound  by  the  action  of  its  hoard 
of  directors.  The  hoard  could 
have  conferred  on  Crawford  this 
power,  but  there  is  no  evidence 
that  it  had  done  so.  Crawford,  as 
one  of  the  directors,  had  no  more 
authority  or  power  than  any  other 
director.  The  board  consisted  of 
five   members,   and   three   consti- 


tuted a  quorum;  less  than  three 
could  make  no  binding  contract 
for  the  corporation.  (Harris  v. 
Manufacturing  Co.,  4  Blackf.  267; 
Gashwiler  v.  Willis,  35  Cal.  11.) 
Section  9  of  the  act  under  which 
the  Chicago  ^  Indianapolis  Air 
Line  Railway  Company  was  or- 
ganized provides  that  the  direct- 
ors shall  have  power  to  make  by- 
laws for  the  management  and  dis- 
position of  stock,  property,  and 
business  affairs  of  the  company, 
not  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  Indiana,  and  of  pre- 
scribing the  duties  of  the  officers 
and  servants  that  may  be  em- 
ployed, and  for  the  appointment 
of  all  officers  for  carrying  on  the 
business,  within  the  object  and 
purpose  of  such  company.  (Rev. 
St.  1881,  §  3897.)  This,  Qf  course, 
means  a  majority  of  the  directors. 
There  is  no  provision  in  the  stat- 
ute giving  to  the  stockholders  any 
such  power.  (Mor.  Priv.  Corp., 
§§  243-337;  Pierce  on  Railways, 
30.)  The  contract  which  Simmons 
and  Ayleshire  executed  with  Craw- 
ford was  the  mere  personal  en- 
gagement  of   Crawford   with   the 


§  T15.] 
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in  regard  to  matters  which  they  are  only  authorized  to  act  upon 
as  a  board.'"  They  are  agents  of  the  corporation  only  when  they 
act  as  a  board.  They  have  no  power  to  bind  the  corporation  by 
their  individual  action.  Unless  otherwise^  authorized  by  charter 
or  general  law,  or  by  fixed  custom  to  act  separately,'^  the  act  does 
not  bind  the  corporation  unless  it  is  the  act  of  a  board  at  an 
authorized  meeting;  as,  in  conveying  land;'^  making  calls  or 
assessments  on  stock ;'"  borrowing  money  f°  mating  a  mortgage  ;*'• 
making  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  etc.^^  Thus,  a 
majority  of  the  directors  signing  separately,  and  not  as  a  board, 
can  not  bind  the  company  upon  a  promissory  note.*'  A  director, 
however,  will  not  be  heard  to  deny  his  authority  to  contract  for 
the  company  in  an  action  upon  a  contract  whereby  he  agreed  to 
purchase  land  for  the  corporation,  the  title  to  be  conveyed  to  him 
personally  and  to  be  reconveyed  by  him  to  the  company.'*  They 
can  not  separately  assent  to  any  corporate  act,*'  except  where  all 


said  parties.  (Tileston  v.  Newell, 
13  Mass.  406;  Harris  v.  Manufac- 
turing Co.,  4  Blaclcf.  267;  Roberts 
V.  Button,  14  Vt.  195;  Wheelock 
V.  Moulton,  15  Vt.  519,  522.)" 

'«  People's  Bank  v.  St.  Anthony's 
R.  C.  Church  (1886),  39  Hun,  498; 
Bdgerly  v.  Emerson,  23  N.  H.  555, 
567,  55  Am.  Dec.  207;  Despatch 
Line  v.  Bellamy  Manuf .  Co.,  12  N. 
H.  205,  224,  37  Am.  Dec.  203;  First 
National  Bank  v.  Christopher,  40 
N.  J.  435,  437,  29  Am.  Rep.  262; 
Junction  R.  Co.  v.  Reeves,  15  Ind. 
236;  Williams  v.  Chester,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  15  Jur.  828;  Yellow  Jacket, 
etc.  Manuf.  Co.'  v.  Stevenson,  5 
Nev.  224;  Gashwiler  v.  "Willis,  33 
Cal.  12,  91  Am.  Dec.  607;  Stoys- 
town,  etc.  Co.  v.  Craver,  45  Pa.  St. 
386;  Baldwin  v.  Canfleld,  26  Minn. 
43;  Lockwood  v.  Thunder  Bay 
River  Boom  Co.,  42  Mich.  536,  539; 
Hillyer  v.  Overman,  etc.  Manuf. 
Co.,  6  Nev.  51;  D'Arcy  v.  Lamar, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.  L.  R.  2  Ex.  158,  4  Hurl. 
&  C.  463.  Cf.  Stephenson  v.  Polk, 
71  Iowa,  278;  East  London  Water 
^orks  Co.  V.  Bailey,  4  Bing.  283. 
Contra,  In  re  Bonelli's  Electric 
Telegraph  Co.,  40  L.  J.  Eq.  567; 
Browne  &  Theobald's  Ry.  Law, 
108. 


'7  Longmont,  etc.  Co.  v.  CofC- 
man,  11  Colo.  551,  19  Pac.  508; 
American,  etc.  Bank  v.  First  Nat. 
etc.  Bank,  27  C.  C.  A.  274,  82  Fed. 
961;  Tenney  v.  East  Warren,  etc. 
Co.,  43  N.  H.343;  Powers  v.  Blue, 
etc.  Assn.  (1898),  86  Fed.  705; 
Ohio,  etc.  Co.  v.  State  (1892),  49 
Ohio  St.  668;  Stanley  v.  Luse 
(1899),  36  Oreg.  25,  58  Pac.  75. 

78  Baldwin  v.  Canfleld,  26  Minn. 
43;  Morrison  v.  Wilder  Gas  Co., 
91  Me.  492,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  257; 
Henry  Woods  Sons  Co.  v.  Schaefer, 
173  Mass.  443,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  305. 

79  Branch  v.  Augusta  Glass 
Works,  95  Ga.  573,  23  S.  E.  128. 

80  Calumet  Paper  Co.  v.  Haskell, 
etc.  Co.,  144  Mo.  331,  66  Am.  St. 
Rep.  425. 

81  Dennison  v.  Austin,  15  Wis. 
334. 

82  Caiumet,  etc.  Co.  v.  Haskell, 
etc.  Co.,  144  Mo.  331,  66  Am.  St. 
Rep.  425. 

83  People's  Bank  v.  St.  Anthony's 
R.  C.  Church  (1886),  39  Hun,  498. 

84  Einsphar  v.  Wagner  (1881), 
12  Neb.  458. 

85  West  Jersey  T.  Co.  v.  Cam- 
den, etc.  Co.  (1895),  53  N.  Y.  Eq. 
163;  North  Hudson,  etc.  v.  Childs 
(1892),  82  Wis.  460. 
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the  stockholders  acquiesce  in  separate  action  by  the  directors,  and 
where  such  action  is  carried  out  by  the  corporation.''  "It  is  a 
board  duly  convened  and  acting  as  a  unit  that  is  made  the  rep- 
resentative of  the  company.  The  assent  or  determination  of  the 
members  of  the  board  acting-  separately  and  individually  is  riot  the 
assent  of  the  corporation.  The  law  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that 
the  directors  shall  meet  and  counsel  with  each  other,  and  that 
any  determination,  affecting  the  corporation,  shall  only  be  arrived 
at  and  expressed,  after  a  consultation  at  a  meeting  of  the  board, 
attended  by  at  least  a  majority  of  its  members."'^ 

§  715a.  Executive  committee  of  board  of  directors.  Au- 
thority delegated  by  directors. — The  powers  of  the  board  of 
directors  may  be  delegated  to  its  executive  committee.  The  acts 
and  contracts  of  an  executive  committee  under  delegation  of 
power  by  the  board  of  directors,  wil-1  bind  the  corporation. *'  Not- 
withstanding the  rule  against  the  delegation  of  discretionary 
powers,  the  affairs  of  many  great  corporations  are  largely  con- 
ducted by  executive  committees  appointed  by  the  directors  from 
among  themselves.  These  committees  perform  most,  if  not  all, 
the  ordinary  functions  of  the  board  itself,  and  legality  is  im- 
parted to  their  acts  through  subsequent  ratification  thereof  by  the 
board  at  its  regular  meetings.'"     It  has  even  been  held  that  a 

seLimer  v.  Traders'  Co.  (1897),  v.  Chatham  Nat.  Bank  (1889),  59 

44  W.  Va.  175,  28  S.  B.  730;  Mori-  Hun,  575;  Burrill  v.  Nahant  Bank 

settl  V.  Howard    (1901),  62  Kan.  (1840),  2  Mete.  163;  Ives  v.  Smith 

463.  (1890),  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  46;  Hoyt  v. 

87  Kansas  City  Hay  Press  Co.  v.  Thompson    (1859),   19  N.  Y.   205. 

Devol,  72  Fed.  717;   Gashwiler  v.  This  is  regulated  in  England  by 

"Willis,   33    Cal.   11,  91   Am.   Dec.  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  of  1845, 

607;    Pauly  v.  Pauly,  107  Cal.   8,  by  which  the  directors  of  a  corpo- 

48  Am.  St.  Rep.  98;  Despatch,  etc.  ration  are  authorized  to  delegate 

V.  Bellamy  Manuf.  Co.,  12  N.  H.  their  powers  to  one  or  more  com- 

205,   37  Am.  Dec.  303;   First  Nat.  mittees  of  their  own  number;  and 

Bank   of  Ft.   Scott   v.   Drake,   35  they  may  grant  to  those  commit- 

Kan.  564,  57  Am.  Rep.  193.  tees  respectively  power  on  behalf 

8«  Kelsey  v.  New  England,  etc.  of  the  company  to  do  any  acts  re- 

Ry.    (1900),    60    N.    J.    Eq.    230;  lating  to  the  afflairs  of  the  com- 

TJnion,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Ry.  pany   which   the   directors   could 

(1896),  163  U.  S.  564;  Salem,  etc.  lawfully  do,  and  which  they  shall 

Co.  V.  Lake  Superior,  etc.  (1901),  from  time  to  time  think  proper  to 

112  Fed.  239.  intrust  to  them.     8  Vic.  16,  §  95. 

89  Burrill    v.    Nahant    Bank,    2  The  power  which  may  be  granted 

Mete.    (Mass.)    163,   35   Am.   Dec.  to   any   committee   to   make   con- 

395;  Black  River  Imp.  Co.  v.  Hoi-  tracts  as  well  as  the  power  of  the 

way,   85  Wis.  344,   55  N.  W.  418.  directors  to  make  contracts  on  be- 

Cf.    Sheridan   Electric  Light   Co.  half  of  the  company,  may  lawfully 
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committee  could  delegate  its  authority  to  one  of  its  number.'" 
But  knowledge  on  the  part  of  an  executive  committee  of  the 
directors  of  a  corporation  that  a  purchaser  of  its  mortgage  bonds 
made  the  purchase  under  a  belief  that  the  proceeds  were  to  be 
used  for  particular  purposes,  is  not  sufiEicient  to  bind  the  corpora- 
tion to  a  trust  limiting  the  use  of  the  proceeds."^ 


be  exercise  with  respect  to  any 
contract  which,  if  made  between 
private  persons,  would  be  by  law 
required  to  be  in  writing,  and 
under  seal,  and  the  committee  or 
the  directors  may  make  such  a 
contract  on  behalf  of  the  company 
in  writing,  and  under  the  common 
seal  of  the  company,  and  in  the 
same  manner  may  vary  or  dis- 
charge it.  8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §  97. 
Committees  thus  appointed  may 
meet  from  time  to  time,  and  may 
adjourn  from  place  to  place,  as 
they  think  proper,  for  carrying 
into  effect  the  purposes  of  their 
appointment;  ■  but  no  committee 
shall  exercise  the  powers  intrusted 
to  them  except  at  a  meeting  at 
which  there  shall  be  present  the 
quorum  prescribed  in  the  act  of 
corporation,  or  if  no  quorum  be 
prescribed  thereby,  then  a  quorum 
to  be  fixed  for  that  purpose  by  the 
general  body  of  directors;  and  at 
all  meetings  of  the  committees  one 
of  the  members  present  shall  be 
appointed  chairman,  and  all  ques- 
tions at  any  meeting  of  the  com- 
mittee shall  be  determined  by  a 
majority  of  votes  of  the  members 
present,  and  in  case  of  an  equal 
division  of  votes,  the  chairman 
shall  have  a  casting  vote  in  addi- 
tion to  his  vote  as  a  member  of  the 
committee.     8  Vie.  ch.  16,  §96. 

90  A  trading  corporation  had 
five  trustees,  one  of  whom  never 
qualified  or  acted,  and  another  of 
whom  attended  only  the  first  meet- 
ing of  the  board.  Three  of  the 
trustees  were  appointed,  by  reso- 
lution, as  an  executive  committee 
of  the  company,  such  appointment 
being  sanctioned  by  statute,  with 
power  to  transact  the  usual  busi- 
VOL.  11—67 


ness  of  the  corporation.  The  stock 
of  the  company  was  substantially 
owned  by  the  members  of  the  com- 
mittee and  one  other  person.  And 
it  was  decided  that  the  committee 
had  power  to  authorize  one  of 
their  number,  by  power  of  attor- 
ney, to  indorse  the  name  of  the 
company  on  certain  negotiable 
paper  payable  to  its  order,  and  it 
was  immaterial  that  no  former 
resolution  defining  the  limits  of 
the  authority  was  passed,  and  that 
in  other  respects  the  power  of  at- 
torney exceeded  the  committee's 
authority.  Sheridan  Electric 
Light  Co.  V.  Chatham  Nat.  Bank 
(1889),  59  Hun,  575.  This  case 
further  held  that  a  bank  which  ac- 
cepts and  discounts  the-  negotiable 
paper  in  good  faith,  on  an  indorse- 
ment executed  under  such  power 
of  attorney,  can  not  be  held  liable 
for  a  conversion  of  the  paper,  on 
the  ground  that  the  proceeds  are 
mis3.ppropriated  by  the  trustee, 
acting  under  the  power  of  attor- 
ney, which  misappropriation  is 
afterwards  ratified  at  a  meeting  of 
the  board  of  trustees  at  which  a 
majority  are  present,  and  where 
the  company  receives  and  uses  a 
part  of  the  proceeds,  knowing 
how  it  was  obtained.  Nor  is  the 
bank  liable  for  paper  discounted 
by  it  on  the  indorsement,  concern- 
ing the  disposition  of  the  proceeds 
ot  which  no  ratification  is  made, 
where'  the  trustees  and  executive 
committee  acquiesced  in  the  in- 
dorsement and  transfer  to  the 
bank.  Sheridan  Electric  Light 
Co.  V.  Chatham  Nat.  Bank  (1889), 
59  Hun,  575. 

91  Ives  V.  Smith  (1890),  8  N.  Y. 
Supp.  46. 
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B. 


TERM    OR    TENURE    OF    OFFICE. 


§  716.  Term  of  office  of  directors.— In  the  American  States, 
directors  are  usually  elected  annually  to  serve  one  year.""  But  in 
England  under  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  of  1^4^,  they  serve 
three  years,  one-third  retiring  from  office  annually.'^  In  case  of 
no  election,  or  failure  to  elect  new  directors,  the  incumbents  con- 
tinue in  office  until  an  election  may  be  held.'*  When  the  term  is 
fixed  by  statute,  the  directors  have  no  power  either  to  prolong 
or  shorten  their  tenure  of  office,'^  either  directly  or  indirectly,  as 
by  changing  the  time  of  the  annual  meeting  for  the  election  of 
their  successors. °' 

§  717.  Officers  and  agents  serve  till  election  or  appoint- 
ment of  successor. — It  is  a  general  rule  that  officers  and  direc- 
tors of  a  corporation  shall  continue  to  perform  the  duties  of  their 


92  E.  g.  N.  T.  Laws,  1850,  ch.  140, 
§  5;  Ala.  Code,  §§  1923,  1925. 

93  8  Vic.  ch.  16,  §  88.  The  Com- 
panies Clauses  Act  of  1845,  pro- 
vides that  at  the  ordinary  annual 
meetings  of  shareholders,  the 
shareholders,  present  personally 
or  hy  proxy,  shall  elect  persons  to 
supply  the  places  of  the  directors 
then  retiring  from  office,  agreea- 
bly to  the  provisions  thereinafter 
contaihed;  and  that  the  several 
persons  elected  at  any  such  meet- 
in,  being  neither  removed  jor  dis- 
qualified, nor  having  resigned, 
shall  continue  to  be  directors  until 
others  are  elected  in  their  stead, 
as  thereinafter  mentioned;  8  Vic. 
ch.  16,  §   83. 

94  N.  Y.  Laws,  1848,  ch.  40,  §  4. 
In  New  York  it  is  enacted  with  re- 
spect to  directors  holding  over 
after  the  expiration  of  their  term 
that,  whenever  the  directors 
named  in  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion of  any  corporation  organized 
under  any  general  law  of  that 
state,  neglect  or  refuse  during  the 
first  year  of  the  corporate  exist- 
ence to  adopt  the  by-laws  required 
by  law  to  enable  the  stockholders 
to  hold  the  annual  election  for  di- 


rectors, whereby  the  directors  hold 
over  after  the  expiration  of  the 
first  year,  all  their  acts  and  pro- 
ceedings while  holding  over,  done 
for  and  in  the  name  of  the  com- 
pany, designed  to  charge  upon  it 
any  liability  or  obligation  for  the 
past  services  of  any  holding-over 
director,  or  for  the  past  services 
of  any  officer  or  attorney,  or  coun- 
sel appointed  by  them,  shall  be 
considered  fraudulent  and  void. 
N.  Y.  Laws  of  1885,  ch.  491,  §  1. 
And  upon  an  action  brought  to  en- 
force any  such  demand  where  the 
company  has  by  the  connivance  of 
the  holding-over  directors  made 
default  in  the  action  or  consented 
to  the  validity  of  the  claim,  any 
stockholder  may  apply  to  the 
court  for  a  stay  of  proceedings 
and  set  aside  or  vacate  the  same, 
provided  the  rights  of  no  innocent 
third  party  without  notice,  ac- 
quired for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, be  injuriously  afifected  there- 
by. N.  Y.  Laws  of  1885,  ch.  489. 
§  2. 

90  Nathan  v.  Tompkins  (1887). 
Ala.  437. 

9a  Nathan  v.  Tompkins  (1887). 
Ala.  437. 
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office  until  their  successors,  duly  appointed  or  elected,  have  qual- 
ified. This  is  the  rule,  even  where  the  election  or  app(3intment  is 
for  a  definite  term.°'  And  the  authority  of  officers  and  agents, 
who  are  appointed  by  the  board  of  directors,  is  not  terminated 
by  the  election  of  a  new  board."^  An  officer's  term  does  not  ex- 
pire by  reason  of  failure  to  elect  or  appoint  his  successor.^'* 

§  718.  Removal  of  directors  and  other  officers. — In  the 
absence  of  any  authority  in  the  statutes,  charter  or  by-laws,  a 
■director  can  not  be  removed  by  the  stockholders,^  or  by  directors, 
or  by  a  court.^  There  seems  to  be  no  well  defined  power  to  re- 
move corporate  officers  from  office.^  If  the  term  of  office  is  fixed 
by  the  charter  or  general  statute,  or  by  law  adopted  before  the 
officer's  election  or  appointment,  he  can  not  be  removed  except  for 
cause,*  otherwise,  if  his  term  is  not  prescribed  or  fixed  by  any 
contract,  he  is  removable  any  time  at  the  pleasure  of  the  appoint- 
ing power,  without  any  corporate  liability  to  him.^  The  directors 
have  no  power,  unless  expressly  conferred,  to  remove  an  officer  or 
agent  appointed  by  the  stockholders.^  Every  officer  holds  his'  of- 
fice subject  to  the  power  of  removal,  conferred  by  charter,  statute, 
or  by-law,  upon  the  corporation,  as  where  a  by-law  authorized  the 
board  of  directors  to  declare  a  vacancy  in  office,  and  to  elect  or 
appoint  the  officer's  successor,  by  reason  of  his  absence  from  the 
State,  refusal  to  attend  meetings  or  other  circumstance.^ 

Resignation. — An  officer  cannot  be  removed  by  mere  notice  to 
resign,  but  appropriate  proceedings  must  be  taken  to  remove  him." 

97  Smith  V.  Silver  Valley  Mining  Wheat.     85;     Germania,     etc.     v. 

Co.,   64  Md.   85;    Moses  v.   Tomp-  Flynn,  92  Wis.  201. 

kins,  84  Ala.  613,  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  as  Younce    v.     Home,     etc.     Co. 

J.  268;    State  v.  Bonnell,  35  Ohio  (1904),  79  S.  W.  175. 

St.  10.     Where  the  power  of  elec-  1  Powers  v.  BluS,  etc.  Assn.,  86 

tion  was  vested  in  a  board  of  di-  Fed.     705     (1898);     Johnston     v. 

rectors,  who  were  accustomed  to  Jones  (1872),  23  N.  J.  Eq.  216. 

elect   their   cashier   annually,   ac-  2  Deposit   Bank  v.   Hearne,   104 

cording  to  a  resolution  to  that  ef-  '  Ky.  819   (1898);  Neall  v.  Hill,  16 

feet,  but  the  charter  provided  that,  Cal.  145  (1860). 

before  he  entered  upon  the  duties  a  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  649. 

of  his  oflSce,  he  should  give  bond,  *  Powers  V.  Blue,  etc.  Assn.,  86 

it  was  held  that  his  term  of  office  Fed.  705. 

did  not  expire  at  the  end  of  the  »  State  v.  Kupferle,  44  Mo.  154, 

year,  but  that  the  old  cashier  con-  100  Am.  Dec.  265. 

tinued   in  office  until   a  new  one  e  Mobile,    etc.    R.    Co.   v.    Owen, 

was   qualified   by   giving   a   bond.  121  Ala.  505,  25  South.  612. 

Sparks  v.  Farmers'  Bank   (1882),  7  Regents,    etc.    v.    Williams,    9 

3  Del.  Ch.  274j  Jenkins  v.  Baxter,  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  365,  31  Am.  Dec.  72. 

1 60  Pa.  St.  199.  8  Granger,   v.    Am.    etc.    Co.,    25 

OS  Anderson      v.      Langdon,      1  Misc.  Rep.   (N.  Y.)   302. 
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Any  officer  may  resign  at  will,  notwithstanding  the  charter  or 
other  provision  that  he  shall  continue  in  office  until  his  successor 
is  elected  or  appointed  and  qualified.'  Statutory  remedies,  in 
many  States,  are  provided  for  removal  of  corporate  officers,  gen- 
erally for  misfeasance  or  malfeasance.^"  In  some  States  a  remedy 
is  expressly  given  in  equity,"  and  in  others  the  statutory  remedy 
is  exclusive.^^ 

Jurisdiction  in  Equity. — When  there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law  by  quo  warrcmta,  or  under  a  statute,  a  court  of  equity,  in  the 
absence  of  a  statute,  can  not  assume  jurisdiction,  where  the  mere 
right  to  corporate  office  is  in  question.^'  But  it  may  enjoin 
wrongful  interference  by  others  claiming  title  to  such  office,  when 
in  possession  of  an  incumbent  who  has  been  either  legally  elected 
or  appointed  thereto,  or  who  is  only  a  de  facto  officer.^*  Agents 
holding  office  at  the  pleasure  of  superior  officers,  may  be  dis- 
missed without  cause.^*  And  it  has  been  held  that  a  corporation, 
notwithstanding  a  by-law  fixing  the  term  of  his  office,  may  enter 
into  a  special  contract  with  a  clerk,  under  which  he  shall  be  re- 
movable at  pleasure.^"  But  if  elected  or  appointed  under  con- 
tract for  a  fixed  term,  an  officer  can  be  removed  only  for  violation 
of  his  contract,  or  for  utter  incompetency.^'  If  removed  without 
cause,  his  authority  ceases,  but  he  may  hold  the  corporation  liable 
for  breach  of  contract.'^*  Mr.  Taylor,  in  his  work  on  corporations, 
expresses  the  belief  that  whatever  implied  power  to  remove  officers 
for  cause  there  may  be  in  a  corporation,  would  seem  to  exist  in 
that  body  which  appointed  or  elected  the  officer  in  question,  and 
that  very  likely  any  officer  appointed  by  the  board  of"  directors  or 
trustees,  could,  for  cause,  be  removed  by  them  from  the  office  to 
which  they  had  appointed  him.^"     To  remove  an  officer  of  a  priv- 

9  Briggs  V.  Spauldlng,  141  U.  S.  "Reis  v.  Rohde,  34  Hun  (N.  Y.>, 
132.  161. 

10  People  V.  Ballard,  134  N.  Y.  is  Hunter  v.  Sun  Mutual  Ins. 
269;  Wickersham  v.  Brittan,  93  Co.,  26  La.  Ann.  13.  And  in  that 
Cal.  34,  15  L.  R.  A.  106.  case  It  was  intimated  that  the  by- 

11  In  re  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  19  laws  might,  and  to  avoid  contro- 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  37,  32  Am.  Dec.  versy  should,  provide  for  removals 
429.  from  office. 

12  Hudson  River,  etc.  Co.  v.  Kay,  i8  Martin  v.  Commerce  Fire  Ins. 
14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.,  N.  Y.)  191.  Co.  (1881),  47  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  520. 

13  New  England,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  i7  State  v.  Kupferle,  44  Mo.  154, 
Phillips,   141   Mass.   535;    Bedford  100   Am.   Dec.   265. 

Springs  Co.  v.  McMeen,  161  Pa.  St.  is  Douglass    v.    Merchants'    Ins. 

639.  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  484. 

i»  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  650. 
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ate  corporation,  on  the  ground  that  the  meeting  at  which  he  was 
-elected  'was  illegal,  and  that  as  to  the  time  for  holding  the  meet- 
ing he  deceived  the  relators,  the  information  need  not  necessarily 
contain  an  averment  that,  had  the  relators  been  present  they  would 
"have  voted  against  him.^°  As  removal  of  mere  private  or  min- 
isterial officers  of  corporations  is  a  right  which  belohgs  to  the 
•corporation  alone,  the  assistance  of  the  courts  can  not  be  invoked 
against  such  officers  as  are  intrusted  by  law  with  the  management 
of  the  affairs  of  the  corporation.'''^  In  consequence  of  this  lack 
of  authority  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  or  power,  by  injunction,  to 
suspend  a  corporator  or  officer  from  the  exercise  of  his  corporate 
■or  official  privileges,  and  thus  do  indirectly  that  which  may  not  be 
■done  directly.^^  Stated  differently,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  in- 
terfere by  injunction,  in  matters  relating  merely  to  the  internal 
.government  of  a  corporation  so  as  to  restrain  a  director  de  facto 
from  acting  as  such,  on  the  sole  ground  of  the  alleged  invalidity 
of  his  titles  to  the  offices."'  There  would  seem  to  be  no  case, 
in  which  the  right  to  an  office  in  a  corporation  was  ever  heard  or 
•determined  in  a  court  of  equity. 

Remedies  to  determiite  title  to  office. — In  the  absence  of  statute, 
the  remedy  is  by  qiw  warranto,  and  it  will  lie  at  the  suit  of  any 
.stockholder,  or  person  entitled  to  the  office,"*  to  determine  the 
title  to,  and  to  remove  the  incumbent,  in  case  of  usurpation  of  of- 
fice by  any  one  not  entitled  thereto."'  And  mandamus  will  lie 
"to  seat  him,  but  not  until  the  question  of  right  has  been  ad- 
judicated."" 

Directors. — Directors  themselves  have  no  implied  power  to  re- 
move one  of  their  own  number  from  office  even  for  cause ;  nor  to 
■exclude  him  from  taking  part  in  their  proceedings  ;"^  and  one 

2oArmIngton   v.    State,    95   Ind.  491;  Neall  v.  Hill,  16  Cal.  145,  76 

-421.  Am.  Dec.  508. 

21  Neall  V.  Hill   (1860),  16  Cal.  22  Bayless    v.    Orne,    1    Freem. 

145.    In  a  suit  to  remove  the  gov-  Ch.  171. 

ernors     of     Harro-w     School,    the  23  Mozley  v.  Alston,  1  Phil.  790. 

court  refused  to  Interfere,  and  Sir  24  Commonwealth     v.     Stevens, 

William  Grant,  the  Master  of  the  168  Pa.  St.  582. 

Rolls,  said:  "By  the  letters  patent  25  Jenkins  v.  Baxter,  160  Pa.  St. 

-of  Queen  Elizabeth,  the  governors  199;  Creek  v.  State,  77  Ind.  180. 

all  constituted  a  body  corporate.  26  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Haven, 

This   court,   I   apprehend,   has   no  101  Mass,  398,  3  Am.  Rep.  377. 

jurisdiction  -with  regard  either  tO  27  Archer  v.  Peoples'  Sav.  Bank, 

-the  election  or  amotion  of  corpo-  88    Ala.    249;    Commonwealth    v. 

rators  of  any  description."    Att'y-  Detwiler,  131  Pa.  St.  614,  7  L.  R. 

•Gen.  V.  Earl  of  Clarendon,  17  Ves.  A.  357;  Halpin  V.  Mutual  Brewing 
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whom  they  attempt  to  exclude  is  entitled  to  an  order  restraining- 
them  from  so  doing. ^*  It  has  been  said  also  that  the  members, 
of  the  company  have  no  inherent  power  to  remove  the  directors 
from  office  ;^°  that  their  election  is  a  contract  between  the  mem- 
bers and  themselves,  that  they  shall  continue  in  office  throughout 
the  term.^"  It  would  certainly  seem  unreasonable,  however,  tO' 
hold  the  members  of  the  company  to  any  such  implied  engage- 
ment, where  the  directors  have  broken  the  condition  upon  which 
it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  by  failing  to  faithfully 
perform  the  duties  of  their  office.^^  Accordingly,  it  has  been 
held  that  the  power  of  removal  for  cause,  is  incident  to  the  power 
of  appointment,  even  where  the  tenure  of  office  is  fixed  for  a  defin- 
ite period. ^^  And  the  court  will  not  interfere,  where  the  stock- 
holders, having  power  to  remove  directors  for  reasonable  cause,, 
have  acted  upon  a  cause  which  the  court  might  not  have  thought- 
reasonable.^^  Nor,  on  the  other  hand,  when  the  stockholders  have- 
the  power  of  removal,  will  the  court  restrain  the  directors  from 
performing  the  functions  of  their  office.^*  The  stockholders  will 
be  left  to  such  remedy  within  the  corporation,  as  is  provided  by 
the  charter  or  by-laws. ''     Under  the  English  Companies  Clauses 

Co.,  20  App.  Div.  N.  Y.  583;  Taylor  elected   annually   to   serve   for   a. 

on  Corporations,  §  650.  year,  there  is  no  power  in  the  cor- 

28  Piilbrook  V.  Richmond,  etc.  poration  to  remove  them  arbi- 
Co.    (1878),  9  Ch.  Div.   610.  trarily   before   the    expiration    of 

29  Imperial  Hydropathic,  etc.  Co.  their  term  of  office. 

V.   Hampson    (1882),   23   Ch.  Div.  32  people  v.  Higgins,  15  III,  101; 

1,    7;    State    v.    Bryce    (1836),    7  Stobo  v.  Davis  Prov.  Co.,   54  111.. 

Ohio  (pt.  2d),  82.  App.    440;    Taylor   v.    Hutton,    43: 

30  There  is  no  doctrine  of  com-  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  195;  Bayless  v.  Orna 
mon  law,  and  there  is  no  statu-  (1840),  Freem.  Ch.  161,  176.  Ace. 
tory  provision  which  enables  you  dicta  in  Burr  v.  McDonald  (1846),. 
to  vary  the  contract  entered  into  3  Gratt.  206,  224.  So  in  Adaman- 
between  the  members  that  the  di-  tine  Brick  Co.  v.  Woodruff,  4  Mac- 
rectors  shall  hold  office  for  a  given  Arthur  (D.  C),  318,  it  was  held: 
period  if  that  contract  does  not  that  the  stockholders  of  a  corpo- 
contaln  that  power  of  removal,  ration,  in  which  the  general  pub- 
Imperial  Hydropathic,  etc.  Co.  v.  lie  has  no  interest,  may  depose  its- 
Hampson,  23  Ch.  Div.  1,  7.  directors  and  other  officers  wlth- 

31  Mr.   Taylor,   in   §   650   of  his  out  notice  and  trial. 

work  on  Corporations,  very  justly  33  Inderwick  v.  Snell,  2  Macn.  &. 

says  that  it  would  seem  that  for  G.  217;   Brown  &  Theobald's  Ry. 

good    grounds    the    majority    of  Law,  104. 

shareholders,  in  a  duly  summoned  34  Hattersley    v.    Earl    of    Shel- 

meeting  of  the  corporation,  should  burne,  10  Week.  Rep.  881. 

be  competent  to  remove  a  director.  sjs  Neall  v.  Hill,  16  Cal.  145,  75' 

At  the  same  time  he  says  that,  in  Am.  Dec.  508;  Hedges  v.  Paquett,. 

the    ordinary    case    of    directors  3  Oreg.  77.    In  Moses  v.  Tompkins. 


§719.]  DIEEOTOES,  OFFIOEES    AND    AGENTS,  '      1063' 

Act  of  1845,  accepting  or  continuing  to  hold  any  othdr  place  of 
trust  or  profit  under  the  company,  or  being  either  directly  or  in- 
directly concerned  in  any  contract  with  it,  or  participating  in  any 
manner  in  the  profits  of  any  work  to  be  done  for  it,  or  ceasing  at 
any  time  to  hold  the  required  number  of  shares  in  the  company, 
vacates  the  office  of  a  director,  and  it  is  enacted  that  he  shall 
thenceforth  cease  from  voting  or  acting  as  a  director.'*  It  would 
seem  to  be  self-evident  that  illegal  acts  by  newly  elected  directors, 
can  not  operate  to  reinstate  their  predecessors.^''  In  the  absence 
of  contract  entitling  an  officer  to  hold  his  office,  the  directors  may 
discharge  him  at  any  time,  if  the  charter  or  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion give  them  the  power  to  appoint  and  remove  officers.'* 

§  719.  Power  to  fill  vacancy  in  board  of  directors. — This 
matter  is  frequently  provided  for  by  statute.'"  By  such  statutes, 
the  matter  may  be  left  to  be  regulated  by  the  by-laws  of  the  com- 
pany.*" Where  the  directors  are  themselves  authorized  to  supply 
vacancies  in  the  board,  their  power  to  do  so  is  held  to  be  ex- 
clusive of  any  action  on  the  part  of  the  shareholders.*^  The 
power  to  fill  vacancies  may  be  lost  by  the  reduction  of  the  num- 
ber of  directors  below  the  number  necessary  to  constitute  a 
board.*^ 

(1887),  84  Ala.  622,  the  court  re-  disgualified  and  incompetent  to 
fused  to  enjoin  directors  from  act-  act  as  a  director,  or  cease  to  be  a 
ing,  where  to  liave  done  so  would  director  by  any  other  cause  than 
have  been  tantamount  to  their  that  of  going  out  of  office  by  rota- 
amotion  from  office.  And  it  was  tion,  as  therein  provided,  the  re- 
said  that  since  the  complainants  maining  directors,  if  they  thinii 
held  a  majority  of  the  capita,!  proper  so  to  do,  may  elect  in  his 
stock,  they  had  no  excuse  for  not  place  some  other  shareholder,  duly 
seeking  a  remedy  within  the  cor-  qualified  to  be  a  director;  and  the 
poration.  shareholder  so  elected  to  fill   up 

36  8  ViC.  ch.  16,  §  86.  The  provis-  any  such  vacancy  shall   continue 

ion,  however,  that   if  a   director  in  office  as  a  director  so  long  only 

contract  with  his  company  his  of-  as  the  person  in  whose  place  he 

fice  shall  become  vacant  does  not  shall    have    been    elected    would 

avoid  the  contract.    Foster  v.  Ox-  have  been  entitled  to  continue  if 

ford,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  (1853),  13  C.  B.  he  had  remained  in  office.    8  Vic. 

200.  ch.  16,  §   89. 

sTBeardsley  v.  Johnson   (1888),  *oAs  in  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1850,  ch. 

49  Hun,  607,  121  N.  Y.  224.  140,  §  5. . 

38  O'Neal  V.  Neider  (Ky.  1904),  «  Moses  v.  Tompkins  (1887),  84 
80  S.  "W.  451.  Ala.  613. 

39  Ala.  Code,  §  1424,  authorizes  42  As  where  five  of  seven  direct- 
the  board  to  fill  them  until  the  ors  designated  by  the  act  of  in- 
next  regular  election.  By  the  Com-  corporation  became  disqualified  to 
panies  Clauses  Act  of  1845,  if  any  serve,  it  was  held  that  the  two  re- 
director  die,  or  resign,  or  become  maining   directors   could   not   fill 
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SALARIES,   ATTORNEYS     FEES,    OTHER   COMPENSATION. 

§  720.     Dirditors  are  remunerated  only  for  extra  service. — 

It  is  not  customary  to  compensate  directors  for  services  rendered 
by  them  to  the  company  in  the  regular  course  of  their  duty,  and 
they  can  not  recover  therefor,  except  upon  some  express  agree- 
ment entered  into  between  them  and  the  company,  before  the 
rendition  of  the  services,  or  under  a  previously  existing  charter, 
provision  or  by-law.*'  But  for  services  beyond  the  scope  of  their 
official  duty,  directors,  like  other  persons,  may  demand  a  quantum 
meruit  compensation.**  Thus  a  director  of  a  railroad  company, 
who  at  its  request  rendered  services  as  attorney,  and  in  procuring 
aid  notes,  right  of  way,  and  in  enlisting  capitalists  in  the  enter- 
prise, may  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services,  on  an  im- 
plied contract.*'*  So,  also,  the  managing  director  of  a  steam- 
boat company,  acting  as  captain,  of  one  of  the  boats,  is  entitled, 
without  express  contract,  to  compensation,  according  to  custom 


the  vacancies  thereby  occasioned. 
Moses  V.  Tompliins  (1888),  84  Ala. 
613.  And  where  the  vacancies 
have  reduced  the  directors  to  a 
number  less  than  the  minimum 
prescribed  by  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation, as  necessar  to  constitute  a 
board,  although  there  remain  a 
ciation,  as  necessary  to  constitute 
a  board,  although  there  remain  a 
board  were  in  existence,  they,  can 
not  validly  elect  new  directors  to 
fill  the  vacancies.  Paure  Electric 
Accumulator  Co.  v.  Phillipart  (Q. 
B.  Div.  1888),  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
319,  322,  citing  Bottomley's  Case, 
16  Ch.  Div.  681. 

*3  Corinne  Mill,  etc.  Co.  V. 
Toponce,  152  TJ.  S.  405;  Brown  v. 
Republican,  etc.  Mines,  17  Colo. 
421,  16  L.  R.  A.  426;  St.  Louis,  etc. 
Co.  v.  O'Hara,  177  111.  525;  Henry 
Woods  Sons  v.  Schaefer,  173  Mass. 
443,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  305;  Brown  v. 
Valley,  etc.  Co.,  127  Cal.  630; 
Shattuck  V.  Oakland  Smelting  & 
R.  Co.  (1881),  58  Cal.  550;  Bars- 
tow  V.  City  R.  Co.,  42  Cal.  465; 
Loan  Assn.  v.  Stonemetz,  29  Pa. 
St.  534;  Carr  v.  Chartiers  Coal  Co., 


25  Pa.  St.  337;  Manx  Perry,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Branegan,  40  Ind.  361;  Illi- 
nois Linen  Co.  v.  Hough,  91  111. 
63;  American  Central  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Miles,  53  111.  174;  Lafayette,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Cheeney,  87  111.  446,  68 
111.  570;  Citizens'  National  Bank 
V.  Elliott,  55  Iowa,  104;  Barstow 
V.  City  R.  Co.,  42  Cal.  465;  State 
V.  People's  Mut.  Ben.  Assn.  (1884), 
44  Ohio  St.  579,  holding  that  trus- 
tees of  a  mutual  benefit  insurance 
association  who  have  received 
compensation  for  past  years  of 
services  have  no  authority  to  vote 
themselves  "back  pay"  for  those 
years.  Blatchford  v.  Rose,  54 
Barb.  42;  Gardner  v.  Butler,  30  N. 
J.  Eq.  702,  721;  Butts  v.  Wood,  37 
N.  T.  317;  State  v.  People's,  etc. 
Assn.,  42  Ohio  St.  579;  Kelsey  v. 
Sargent,  40  Hun,  150,  where  it 
was  held  that  corporate  ofiicers 
have  no  authority  to  determine 
upon  their  own  salaries. 

a  Bartlett  v.  Mystic  River  Corp.. 
151  Mass.  433;  Ten  Eyck  v.  Pon- 
tiac,  etc.  Co.,  74  Mich.  226,  16  Am. 
St.  Rep.  633,  3  L.  R.  A.  378. 

45  Idem. 
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and  value,  for  laborious  and  responsible  services.^*  But  it  has 
been  held  that  a  company  is  under  no  obligation  to  pay  for  the 
services  of  a  director  in  efforts  to  form  another  corporation  in 
another  State,  rendered  in  pursuance  of  an  unofficial  arrangement 
between  himself  and  the  other  directors,  without  any  agreement 
as  to  remuneration,  and  for  the  general  corporate  advantage.*'  A 
court  of  equity  may  review  the  reasonableness  of  salary  to  corpor- 
ate officers,  although  fixed  by  the  stockholders.  'As,  where  the 
salary  was  for  the  benefit  of  a  voting  majority  stockholder.**  In 
the  absence  of  contract  or  authority  of  by-law,  the  directors  can 
not  vote  themselves  compensation  for  prior  services.*'  Without 
express  authority  of  charter  or  by-laws,  the  executive  committee 
has  no  power  to  vote  themselves  compensation  for  attendance  at 
committee  meetings.'^"  The  vice  president,  without  any  contract, 
may  recover  payment  for  service  which  is  not  a  part  of  his 
duties.^^  Where  a  majority  of  the  directors  of  each  of  two  cor- 
porations were  directors  of  both,  a  mortgage  by  one  of  the  cor- 
porations, it  being  insolvent,  made  to  'the  other,  its  creditor,  was 
held  to  be  illegal.^^  It  is  the  rule  that  a  director  is  entitled  to  no 
salary,  in  the  absence  of  express  agreement.^^  A  salary  illegally 
paid  to  the  director,  may  be  recovered  back  at  the  suit  of  a  stock- 
holder.^* A  by-law,  authorizing  the  board  of  directors  to  fix  the 
salary  of  officers,  gives  the  directors  no  power  to  vote  salaries  to 
themselves. ^^  Directors  can  not  vote  themselves  back  pay  as 
directors,  or  pay  for  extra  services  that  have  been  performed 
without  any  previous  authority  for  compensation. ^°  Directors  are 
entitled  to  pay  for  services,  rendered  in  addition  to  their  duties  as 
directors.^'     The  directors  can  not  fix  their  own  salaries  or  com- 

ieldem.  Louis,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  O'Hara  (1898), 

iTEakins    v.     American    White      177  111.  525. 
Bronze  Co.  (1889),  95  IMich.  568.  54 Ellas  v.  Schweyer   (1898),  27 


isLillard  v.  Oil,  etc.  Co.  (N.  J. 
1903),  56  Atl.  254. 

49  Grafner  v.  Pittsburg,  etc.  Co. 
(Pa.  1903),  56  Atl.  426. 

60  Marshall  v.  Industrial  Federa- 
tion, etc.  (1903),  84  N.  Y.  S.  866 

61  Brown  v.  Creston  Ice  Co, 
(1901),  113  Iowa,  615. 

62  Sutton   Mfg.   Co.   v.   Hutchin- 


N.  Y.  App.  69;  Blair  v.  Telegram, 
etc.  Co.  (1898),  172  Mass.  201; 
Strouse  v.  Sylvester  (Cal.  1901), 
66  Pac.  660. 

6s  Schoening  v.  Schwenk  (1901), 
112  Iowa,  733. 

66  Pfieffer  v.  Lansberg,   etc.   Co. 
(1891),  44  Mo.  App.  59. 

67  Ruby,    etc.    Co.    v.     Prentice 


son  (1894),  63  Fed.  496.  (1898),  25  Colo.  4;  Bagley  v.  Cart- 

63McMullen   v.   Ritchie    (1894),  hage,  etc.  R.  R.  (1900),  165  N.  Y. 

'64  Fed.  253;   Blue  v.  Capital  Nat.  179. 
Bank    (1896),    145    Ind.    518;    St. 
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pensation  fee,  where  the  by-laws  make  no  such  provision."^  The 
court  will  pass  upon  the  reasonableness  of  compensation  voted  to 
themselves  by  directors  for  their  services.^'  A  director  is  entitled 
to  pay  for  service  in  acting  as  general  manager,  although  not 
agreed  upon  in  advance.^"  Officers  can  not  recover  for  back  salary 
never  in  advance  agreed  to  be  paid.""^  They  may  recover  compen- 
sation for  service,  performed  outside  of  their  regular  duties.'^ 
The  attempt  of  four  of  the  directors  to  vote  three  of  their  num- 
ber salaries  and  back  pay,  where  based  upon  by-laws  previously 
passed  by  the  board  of  five  directors,  including  the  mentioned 
four,  is  fraudulent  and  void.  Directors  have  no  authority  to  vote 
a  salary  to  any  of  their  number,  without  express  authority  by 
statute  or  authorized  by-laws.  Unless  empowered  by  statute  or 
by-laws,  the  directors  of  a  corporation  have  no  authority  to  vote 
a  salary  to  any  qne  of  the  directors. °^  A  director  who  also  acts 
as  general  manager,  is  entitled  to  recover  a  salary  where  it  was 
so  agreed  by  contract  between  the  promoters  of  the  corporation, 
and  by  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors  after  organization  of 
the  corporation."*  ' 

§  721.  Compensation  of  officers  and  agents. — The  authori- 
ties are  not  uniform  upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  executive 
officers  of  a  corporation,  to  compensation  for  their  services.  It 
has  been  held  in  Illinois,  and  in  Pennsylvania,  that  a  treasurer  can 
not,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  agreement,  recover  a  salary 
from  the  corporation  for  services  rendered  to  it.°^  In  Iowa  an 
officer  of  a  corporation  can  recover  payment  only  where  there  is 
a  special  contract  therefor,  and  it  is  there  held  that  no  contract 
to  pay  for  his  services  can  be  implied  as  against  the  corporation."" 
So,  in  a  lower  court  in  New  York,  it  was  said  that  one  is  not  neces- 
sarily entitled  to  a  salary  from  the  fact  that  he  was  chosen  sec- 
retary of  a  corporation,  and  rendered  services  as  such,  especially 


58 National,  etc.  Co.  v.  Rockland  etc.'Co.  (Mont.  1904),  76  Pao.  194. 

Co.  (1S99),  94  Fed.  335.  1     eiBevier,    etc.    Co.    v.    Watson 

59  Davis    V.    T.    A.    Davis    Co.  (Mo.  App.  1904),  80  S.  W.  287. 

(N.  J.  1902),  52  Atl.  717.  85  Holder  v.  Lafayette,  etc.  Ry. 

«o  Fitzgerald       v.        Fitzgerald  Co.,  71  111.  106,  22  Am.  Rep.  89; 

(1890),  137  U.  S.  98.  Kilpatrick  v.  Penrose  Ferry  Bridge 

61  Pyper  v.  Salt  Lake,  etc.  Assn.  Co.,  49  Pa.  St.   118,   88  Am.  Dec. 

(1892),  20  Utah,  9,  57  Pac.  533.  497. 

02  Baines    v.    Coos    Bay    (Oreg.  es  Citizens'   Bank  v.   Elliott,    55 

1902),  68  Pac.  387.  Iowa,  104  (1881),  35  Am.  Rep.  167. 

«3  McConnell    v.    Combinations, 
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where  the  facts  rebut  the  presumption  of  a  promise  of  payment." 
The  New  York  case,  however,  was  reversed  in  the  court  of  last 
resort,  where  the  ground  was  taken  that  if  the  secretary  were 
neither  a  director  nor  a  stockholder,  an  agreement  to  compensate 
him  for  his  services  would  be  presumed  from  the  fact  of  his  ap- 
pointment.°*  And  this  is  probably  the  getieral  rule  in  respect  of 
executive  officers  other  than  the  president  or  vice  president  of  the 
company.""  So  the  board  of  directors  of  a  railroad  company  by 
resolution  at  one  of  their  meetings,  can  fix  the  salaries,  and  order 
payment  of  the  officers  of  the  company,  who  commenced  to  work 
for  the  success  of  the  enterprise  at  a  time  when  the  company  had 
no  funds,  with  a  common  understanding  and  agreement  that,  if 
they  succeeded  in  building  any  portion  of  the  road  sufficient  to 
produce  a  revenue,  a  fair  compensation  should  be  paid  them  out 
of  the  revenue  so  produced ;  such  compensation  and  payment  be- 
ing fixed  and  ordered  paid,  long  after  the  services  were  per- 
formed.'"' Directors  can  not  bind  the  corporation  to  pay  .for 
services  rendered  at  their  instance,  beyond  the  ordinary  business 
of  the  company'.'^  A  director  is  not  entitled  to,  and  can  not 
recover  compensation  for,  performance  of  his  duties  as  director, 
or  other  officer  of  the  corporation,  in  the  absence  of  express  agree- 
ment.''^    But  he  may  recover  the  reasonable  worth  of  any  service 


67  Smith  V.  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  selves  officers,  and  proceed  ta 
32  Hun,  38.  business,  In  the   course  of  which' 

68  Smith  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  they  contract  debts,  the  corpora- 
(1885),  102  N.  y.  190.  tors    are    not    entitled    to    retain 

69  First  National  Bank  v.  Drake,  amounts  drawn  by  them  from  cor- 
29  Kan.  311,  44  Am.  Rep.  646;  porate  assets  under  the  name  of 
Edwards  v.  Fargo,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  "salary"  to  themselves  as  officers, 
(1887),  4  Dak.  549,  33  N.  W.  Rep.  it  not  appearing  that  the  corpora- 
100;  Cincinnati,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  tion  made  any  profits  out  of 
Clarkson,  7  Ind.  595;  Smith  v.  which  to  pay  salaries,  and  nothing. 
Long  Island  R.  Co.  (1885),  102  N.  having  been  paid  in  on  the  capital 
Y.  190;  Hall  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R.  stock.  Burns  v.  Beck  (1889),  83^ 
Co.,  28  Vt.  404;   Law  v.  Connecti-  Ga,  471. 

cut,  etc.  R.  Co.,  45  N.  H.  370;  Bee  7i  Bakins    v.    American    White- 

V.   San  Francisco,  etc.  R.  Co.,   46  Bronze  Co.    (1889),  95  Mich.   568,. 

Cal.   248;    Bill  v.   Darenth  Valley  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  Law  J.  31,   citing 

Ry.  Co.,  26  L.  J.  Ex.  81,  1  Hurl.  &  Kalamazoo  Novelty  Manuf.  Co.  v. 

N.  305.  McAlister,  36  Mich.  327. 

70  St.  Louis,  P.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  72  Fitzgerald,  etc.  Co.  v.  Fitz- 
Tiernan  (1887),  37  Kan.  606,  dis-  gerald,  137  U.  S.  98;  St.  Louis, 
tinguishing  Bank  v.  Drake,  29  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  O'Hara,  177  111.  525 ; 
Kan.  311.  But-  where  persons  or-  Henry  Wood's  Sons  v.  Schaefer,. 
ganize  a  corporation,  elect  them-  173  Mass.  443,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  305. 
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Other  than  that  pertaining  to  an  officer  of  the  company,  if  the 
services  be  rendered  at  the  request  of  the  corporation,  and  with 
the  understanding  that  they  are  to  be  paid  for/'  Examples  are, 
service  as  a  director  employed  as  counsel  in  a  pending  suit  to 
which  the  corporation  is  a  party,''*  or  service  as  general  counsel,''" 
or  as  a  steamboat  captain  in  a  navigation  corporation/^  But  the 
rule  as  to  director  acting  as  such,  or  as  other  officer  of  the  cor- 
poration, that  he  is  not  entitled  to  compensation,  unless  by  ex- 
press agreement,  does  not  apply  to  any  other  officer  or  employe  of 
the  corporation,  performing  services  for  the  corporation.  If  no 
salary  is  provided  by  by-law  or  other  express  agreement,  each  of 
them  is  entitled  to  recover  a  reasonable  compensation,,^''  unless  it 
appears  that  no  salary  or  other  compensation  was  intended  to  be 
paid.'^  The  power  to  fix  salaries  or  other  compensation  of  direc- 
tors, unless  otherwise  conferred,  vests  in  the  stockholders,  to  be 
■expressed  in  the  by-laws,  or  by  vote,  or  by  resolution  at  a  stock- 
holders' meeting.''^  It  has  been  held  that  a  company  is  bound 
by  no  implied  promise  to  compensate  its  promoters  for  their  serv- 
ices in  furthering  its  organization.^"  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
where  after  the  charter,  and  before  the  organization  of  a  corpora- 
tion, services  are  rendered  which  are  necessary  to  complete  that 
organization,  and,  after  it  has  been  perfected,  the  corporation 
elects  to  take  the  benefit  of  such  services,  knowing  that  they  were  ■ 
rendered  with  the  understanding  that  compensation  was  to  be 
made,  it  will  be  held  liable  to  pay  for  the  services,  upon  the 

T3  Bales    V.    Cumberland    Black  's  Smith  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co., 

Lead  Mine  Co.,  6  Hurl.  &  N.  481;  102  N.  Y.  190. 

Fitzgerald  v.  Fitzgerald,  137  U.  S.  's  Miner  v.  Belle  Isle  Ice  Co.,  93 

98;  Bartlett  v.  Mystic  River  Corp.,  Mich.   97. 

151  Mass  433;  Wood  v.  Lost  Lake  so  Bell's  Gap  R.  Co.  v.  Christy, 

Manuf.   Co.,   23   Oreg.   20,   37   Am.  7&   Pa.    St.    54,    21   Am.    Rep.    39; 

St.   Rep.    651.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Ketchum 

74  Santa  Clara,  etc.  Assn.  v.  (1858),  27  Conn.  171;  Rockford, 
Meredith,  49  Md.  389,  33  Am.  Rep.  Rock  Island  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Sage 
264.  (1872),   65   111.   328,   16  Am.   Rep. 

75  Watts  V.  West  Va.  etc.  Co.,  43  587.  It  is  soon  enough  for  corpo- 
W.  Va.  262.  rate  bodies  to  enter  into  contracts, 

'« New     Orleans,     etc.     Co.     v.  incumbering  their  property,  whea 

Brown,  36  La.  Ann.  138,  51  Am.  they  are  duly  organized  according 

Rep.  5.  to  their  charters  and  have  their 

"  Cheeney  v.  Lafayette,   68   111.  chosen  and  impartial  directors  to 

570,  18  Am.  Rep.  584;  Pew  v.  First  conduct  their  business.  New  York, 

Nat.  Bank  of  Gloucester,  130  jMass.  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Ketchum,  27  Conn. 

391.  171. 
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ground  that  it  must  take  the  burden  with  the  benefit ;  and  a  suit 
■at  law  will  lie  to  recover  such  compensation.^"^ 

§  722.  Remuneration  of  officers  for  extra  service. — Officers 
of  a  corporation  can  not  fix  their  own  salaries.*^  Nor  can  theiy 
bind  the  company,  by  what  is  in  effect  a  gratuitous  and  unneces- 
sary payment/''  especially  where  their  action  amounts  to  fraud.'* 


SI  Low  V.  Connecticut  &  Pas- 
sumpsic  Rivers  R.  Co.  (1864),  45 
N.  H.  369,  following  Hall  v.  Ver- 
mont &  Massachusetts  R.  Cq.,  28 
Vt.  401. 

82Kelsey  v.  Sargent  (1885),  40 
Hun,  150.  So  where  an  officer 
■whose  duties  do  not  require  any 
special  knowledge,  ability,  or  at- 
tention presides  at  a  meeting  of 
the  trustees  in  which  a  resolution 
voting  him  a  salary  is  passed, 
though  he  testifies  that  he  did  not 
vote,  and  it  is  not  recorded  that 
lie  did,  no  dissent  appearing,  the 
resolution  is  invalid.  Here  where 
the  only  testimony  that  the  serv- 
ices were  of  any  value  being  that 
of  the  officer  himself,  he  can  not 
be  held  to  be  entitled  to  the  sal- 
ary on  the  quantum  meruit.  Ash- 
ley V.  Klnnan  (1888),  18  N.  Y.  St. 
Rep.  791.  An  to  the  same  effect 
is  Smith  v.  Woodville  Consolidated 
Mining  Co.,  66  Cal.  398,  holding 
that  evidence  of  a  resolution,  of 
the  board  of  directors  that  the  sal- 
ary of  an  officer  was  during  the 
preceding  year  fixed  at  a  certain 
amount,  does  not  show  a  contract 
for  a  salary  prior  to  that  time. 
But  it  was  held  that  the  act  of 
the  managing  officer  of  a  railway 
company  in  ordering  the  payment 
in  part  of  a  claim  by  one  of  its 
officers  for  salary  for  services  ren- 
dered is  an  admission  of  liability 
as  against  the  company.  St.  Louis, 
F.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Tiernan,  37 
Kan.  606  (1887).  And,  in  the 
same  case,  which  was  an  action 
against  a  railway  company  on  a 
note  given  in  return  for  services 
rendered,  it  was  held  no  defense 
thereto  that  in  the  execution  of 
the  note  all  the  requirements  of 


the  by-laws  had  not  been  strictly 
complied  with,  as  recovery  ought 
not  to  be  defeated  by  matter  of 
inert  form  and  not  of  substance. 

ssKelsey  v.  Sargent  (1885),  40 
Hun,  150. 

84  As  where  plaintiff  owned  less 
than  half  the  stock  in  a  corpora- 
tion, and  the  three  defendants 
owned  the  residue.  For  many 
years  plaintiff  was  one  of  the 
three  trustees  constituting  the 
board,  but  the  defendants,  who 
were  all  of  one  family,  were 
elected  the  trustees,  and  they 
elected  themselves  respectively 
president,  secretary  and  treas- 
urer. One  of  the  defendants 
sought  to  buy  plaintiff's  stock, 
but  he  declined  to  sell,  where- 
upon said  defendant  threatened 
to  raise  the  salaries  of  the  offi- 
cers, which  was  done.  In  the  next 
year  another  refusal  to  sell  was 
followed  by  another  raise  of  sal- 
aries, so  that  instead  of  $1,800 
each  per  year — the  salaries  which 
had  been  paid  for  many  years — 
the  officers  were  to  receive  re- 
spectively $50,000,  $30,000  and 
$6,000,  and  a  fiirther  increase  was 
threatened,  with  the  statement 
that  the  power  of  the  trustees  to 
increase  the  salaries  was  unlim- 
itejJ.  Another  company  was  con- 
trolled by  the  corporation,  and 
the  same  officers  were  chosen,  and 
they  voted  themselves  salaries 
respectively  of  $7,500,  $6,000  and 
$1,000,  though  previously  the  of- 
ficers of  that  company  had  served 
without  pay.  The  business  was 
very  profitable.  The  salaries  voted 
were  shown  to  have  been  greater 
than  the  service  were  worth. 
And  it  was  decided  that  the  trus- 
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A,  fraudulent  appropriation  of  funds  for  compensation  of  an 
officer  who  agreed  to  discharge  his  duties  without  compensation, 
can  not  be  ratified  by  impHcation.^^  Although  it  was  held  that  an 
officer  who  receives  a  salary  as  such,  may  recover  for  other  serv- 
ices beyond  the  duties  of  his  office  ;^"  but  if  the  extra  service  of  a 
salaried  officer  is  in  the  course  of  his  employment  or  official  du- 
ties, he  can  not  recover  additional  compensation  where  the  salary 
is  fixed  by  by-law,  or  otherwise  prescribed,  although  such  extra 
service  may  not  have  been  originally  contemplated,'^  As  the  ap- 
pointing officers,  the  directors  as  a  board,  fix  the  salaries  of  the 
officers '  elected  or  appointed  by  them,  although  from  their  own 
number;  they  fix  extra  compensation  for  any  extraordinary 
service,  when  performed  by  them.'*  But  when  a  director's 
salary,  as  the  incumbent  of  another  office,  is  fixed  by  the  board, 
although  he  may  be  present  at  the  meeting,  he  must  not  pre- 
side, or  vote  to  fix  such  salary,'"  if  his  vote  is  necessary  to  con- 
stitute, a  majority.""  The  power  to  fix  the  compensation  for 
services  of  corporate  officers,  is  incident  to  the  power  to  appoint 
them,  unless  such  power  is  withheld  or  elsewhere  conferred."^ 
If  the  directors,  or  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,  vote  excessive 

tees'  action  was  fraudulent,  and  secretary.  And  that  Dak.  Civil 
equity  would  restrain  the  pay-  Code,  §  404,  authorizing  a  corpo- 
ment  of  more  than  the  real  value  ration,  in  the  absence  of  special 
of  the  officers'  services.  Ziegler  provision,  to  provide  In  its  by- 
V.  Hoagland  (1889),  52  Hun,  385,  laws  "the  compensation  and  du- 
6  Ry.  &  Corp.  Law  J.  323.  ties  of  its  officers,"  creates  no  pre- 
ss Fort  Scott  Bank  v.  Drake,  29  sumption  that  the  duties  are  pre- 
Kan.  311,  44  Am.  Rep.  646.  scribed  when  the  by-laws  are 
88  Where  a  corporation  has  con-  silent  as  to  compensation,  but 
strued  the  duties  of  its  secretary  rather  a  presumption  that  they 
to  include  a  field  of  arduous  work,  are  equally  silent  as  to  the  du- 
not  strictly  within  the  ordinary  ties.  Edwards  v.  Fargo  &  S.  Ry. 
interpretation  of  the  functions  of  Co.  (Dak.  1887),  32  N.  W.  Rep. 
that  office,  the  secretary  can  re-  100,  4  Dak.  549. 
cover  a  reasonable  compensation  st  Martindale  v.  Wilson-Cass  Co., 
for  the  performance  of  such  du-  134  Pa.  St.  348.  19  Am..  St.  Rep. 
ties,  and  will  not  be  held  to  dis-  706. 

tinguish  between  ordinary  and  ex-  sswalte    v.    Windham    County 

traordinary  services.     Edwards  v.  Mining  Co.,  37  Vt.  608;  Bagley  v. 

Fargo  &  S.  Ry.  Co.  (Dak.  1887),  32  Pittsburgh,  etc.  Iron  Co.,  146  Pa. 

N.  W.  Rep.  100,  4  Dak.  549.    In  the  St.  478. 

same  case,  however,   it  was  held  89  Beers  v.  New  York  Life  Ins. 

that  it  is  competent  for  plaintiff  Co.,  66  Hun  (N.  Y.)  75. 

to  testify  that  he  rendered  specific  so  Clark  v.  American   Coal   Co., 

services    "as    secretary,"    without  86  Iowa,  436,  17  L.  R.  A.  557. 

producing  the  by-laws  of  the  cor-  oi  Waite    V.    Windham    County 

poration  to  show  that  such  serv-  Mining  Co.,  37  Vt.  608. 
Ices  pertained  to  the  duties  of  the 
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salaries  or  other  compensation,  the  minority  stockholders  may  ob- 
tain relief  in  equity  by  injunction  or  decree  for  accounting."^  The 
power  of  the  directors  to  appoint  officers  and  fix  their  salaries,  is 
limited  to  reasonable  compensation,  and  to  perform  the  appro- 
priate duties  of  the  office,  but  not  to  allow  any  acts  beyond  the 
powers  conferred  on  the  corporation."^  It  is  agreed,  or  under- 
stood, that  an  officer  shall  be  compensated  for  his  service,  and  if 
no  amount  is  fixed,  he  may  recover  a  reasonable  compensation."'' 
Where  the  charter  or  by-laws  empower  the  stockholders  or  direct- 
ors to  fix  the  salary  of  officers,  they  may  or  may  not  exercise  the 
power,  and  until  they  do  so,  it  is  not  presumed  that  any  compensa- 
tion was  intended."^ 

Compensation  for  past  service. — Where  official  or  other  serv- 
ices are  rendered  to  the  corporation  upon  the  previous  understand- 
ing that  compensation  is  to  be  paid  therefor,  it  may  be  recovered 
upon  the  implied  promise,  but,  on  the  contrary,  if  there  be  no 
such  previous  promise  made  by  the  stockholders  or  directors,  at 
any  authorized  meeting,  any  undertaking  of  the  directors  or  stock- 
holders to  pay  for  such  past  service,  is  without  consideration,  and 
void."®  Any  dissenting  stockholder  may  enjoin  such  payment, 
and  where  paid,  it  may  be  recovered  by  appropriate  action  by 
stockholders,  or  in  behalf  of  creditors."^  No  corporate  officer 
has  right  to  salary,  if  he  has  been  illegally  elected  or  appointed. 
In  such  case  he  is  neither  de  jure  nor  de  facto  officer,"'  nor  if  an-, 
other  person  has  legal  title  to  the  office."" 

Termination  of  officers'  right  to  salary. — All  right  to  further 
salary  may  be  lost  by  a  corporate  officer,  by  reason  of  fraud,  gross 
neglect  or  other  misconduct  in  office,  in  prejudice  to  the  rights 
of  the  corporation  or  its  creditors,^  or  by  insolvency  and  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  corporation,''  or  by  transfer  of  all  the  corporate 

92  Decatur  Mineral  Land  Co.  v.  »«  Martindale  v.  Wilson-Cass  Co,. 
Palm,    113   Ala.    531,    59   Am.    St.  134  Pa.  St.  348,  19  Am.  St.  Rep. 
Rep.  140;  Miner  v.  Belle  Isle  Ice  706;  Ellis  v.  Ward,  137  111.  509. 
Co.,  93  Mich.  97.  »t  Ellis  v.  Ward,  137  111.  509. 

93  McNulta  V.  Corn  Belt  Bank,  98  Kuser  v.  Wright,  52  N.  J.  Eq. 
164  111.  427,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  203.  825. 

94  Stewart  v.  St.  Louis  Ry.  Co.,  99  Waterman  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Ry. 
41  Fed.  736;  ^osborough  v.  Co.,  139  111.  658,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
Shasta  River,  etc.  Co.,  22  Cal.  556.  228,  15  L.  R.  A.  418. 

95  Crumlish's  Adm'r  v.  Central  1  Eaton  v.  Robinson,  19  R.  I. 
Imp.  Co.,   38  W.  Va.  390,  45  Am.  146,  29  L.  R.  A.  100. 

St.  Rep.  872,  23  L.  R.  A.  120;  Illi-  2  Lenoir    v.    Linville    Imp.    Co., 

nois  Linen  Co.  v.  Hough,  91  111.  63.      126  N.  C.  922.  51  L.  R.  A.  146. 
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property  and  business  with  his  consent;  but  the  right  to  contin- 
uance of  the  officer's  salary  does  not  cease  because  of  his  absence, 
acquiesced  in  by  the  corporation,^  or  absence  by  reason  of  his 
sickness,  where  he  has  provided  for  the  discharge  of  his  duties 
during  his  absence,  by  another  officer  authorized  to  act,*  or  because 
he  is  acting  as  officer  in  another  corporation, — if  his  duties  as 
such  do  not  prejudice,  or  conflict  with  those  he  owes  to  the  former 
corporation." 

§  723.  Attorney's  fees. — An  attorney  for  a  corporation,  al- 
though he  is  also  president  or  one  of  the  directors,  may  recover 
for  his  professional  service  to  the  corporation,  when  it  is  rendered 
at  request  of  the  directors  or  of  the  managing  officer.^  A  lawyer 
may,  in  equity,  enforce  the  corporation's  agreement  to  pay  him 
five  per  cent,  of  the  corporation's  net  earnings,  where  there  are 
net  earnings,  and  the  corporation  refuses  to  comply  with  the  con- 
tract.^ A  corporation  is  liable  for  the  fees  and  expenditures,  paid 
by  the  attorney  who  prepared  the  articles  of  association,  and  or- 
ganized the  corporation.' 

Amount  of  fees  allowed  by  the  court  to  receiver's  counsel. — The 
court  will  allow  reasonable  fees  of  counsel  employed  by  a  re- 
ceiver.^" For  examples :  Where  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand 
dollars  was  allowed  as  fees  of  three  attorneys  as  counsel,  their 
clients  having  prevailed  in  the  suit;^^  and,  where  salary  of  five 
thousand  dollars  per  year  was  allowed  to  receiver's  counsel  ;^^  and 
where  twenty  thousand  dollars  was  allowed  as  receiver's  and  com- 
plainant's counsel  fees ;"  and,  where  $31,500  was  paid  without  ob- 
jection for  five  years  attorney's  service.^*  Allowance  of  fees  for  re- 
ceiver's counsel,  is  made,,  not  to  the  counsel,  but  to  the  receiver.^" 

sSimonson   v.   N.   Y.   City   Ins.  (1900),  14  Colo.  App.  488,  60  Pao. 

Co.,  141  N.  Y.  12.  730;  Taussig  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Ry. 

*Pinley,   etc.   Co.  v.  Finley,   32  (1901),  166  Mo.  28. 

Atl.  740   (N.  J.  Eq.).  10  Stuart    v.    Boulware    (1890). 

5  Davis  V.  Memphis  City  Ry.  Co.,  133  TJ.  S.  78. 

22  Fed.  883.  i'^  Phinizy  v.  Augusta,  etc.  R.  R. 

6  Mobile,  etc.  Ry.   Co.  v.  Owen,       (1896),  98  Fed.  776. 

121  Ala.  505,  25  So.  612.  12  Cowdrey   v.   Railroad    Co.,    6 

^  Taussig  v.   St.  Louis,  etc.  Ry.  Fed.  Cas.  660. 

(1901),    166   Mo.   28,   89    Am.    St.  is  Walters  v.  Western,  etc.  R.  R. 

Rep.    674;    Kenner   v.    Whitelock  Co.  (1895),  69  Fed.  706. 

(1899),    152    Ind.    635;    Arapahoe  "Williams    v.   Morgan    (1884), 

Inv.  Co.  V.  Piatt   (1895),   5  Colo.  Ill  U.  S.  684. 

App.  515,  39  Pac.  584.               .  is  First  Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v.  Ore- 

sDupignac  V.  Bernstrom  (1902),  gon   Paper   Cq.    (Oreg.   1903),   71 

76  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  105.  Pac.  144. 

9  Freeman,    etc.    Co.    v.    Osbom 
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An  attorney  does  not  come  within  "the  six  months'  rule,"  as  to 
payment  of  labor  and  supply  claims  by  a  railroad  receiver.'" 
A  corporation  may  employ  attorneys  to  defend  or  prosecute  suits, 
and  regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  suit  arises  from  ultra  vires 
transactions.'^  Although  the  receiver  is  a  lawyer,  he  may  be  al- 
lowed fees  for  employed  counsel.'*  The  court  may  order  the 
purchaser,  at  a  receiver's  sale,  to  pay  the  fees  of  the  receiver's 
counsel.'' 

Who  may  employ  counsel. — The  president,  or  the  general  man- 
ager, may  employ  attorneys  in  the  general  corporation  business.^" 
The  president  or  the  directors  may  employ  an  attorney  to  rep- 
resent the  corporation.  The  stockholders  can  not  employ  at  at- 
torney for  that  purpose.^'  The  treasurer  may  employ  an  attorney 
to  collect  bills  due  the  corporation.^^  The  cashier  of  a  bank  has 
implied  authority  to  employ  an  attorney  for  the  bank.^^ 

Priority  in  payment.  Contingent  fee.  Adverse  interest. — The 
receiver's  compensation,  and  that  of  his  counsel,  has  priority  in 
payment  over  receiver's  certificates,  but  the  trustee  and  his  counsel 
are  not  allowed  such  priority.^*  The  company's  lawyer  has  no 
priority  lien  over  the  bonds,  for  service  rendered  the  company 
under  employment  before  the  foreclosure.^'  Where  the  receiver- 
ship was  a  scheme  to  wreck  the  corporation,  the  company's  at- 
torney, who  was  a  party  to  the  scheme,  will  not  be  aUowed  any 
claim  for  professional  service.''*  Where  the  attorney  has  con- 
ic Ten  Byck  V.  Pontiac,  etc.  R.  York,  etc.  Asylum,  44  Hun  (N.  Y.)  , 
R.  (1897),  114  Mich.  494^  72  N.  W.  367. 
362.  2*Penn  Co.,  etc.  v.  Jacksonville, 

17  Pixley  V.  Western  Pac.  R.  R.  etc.  Ry.  (1899),  93  Fed.  60;  Peters- 
Co.,  33  Cal.  183,  91  Am.  Dec.  623;  burg,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dellatorre,,70 
National  Bank  v.  Earl,  2  Okl.  617.      Fed.  643  (1895);  Central  Trust  Co. 

18  Olson  V.  State  Bank  (1898),  v.  tkurman  (1894),  94  Ga.  735,  20 
67  Minn.  267,  69  N.  W.  904.  S.  E.  141;  Ma-uran  v.  Crown,  etc. 

19  Louisville,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Wil-  Co.  (1901),  23  R.  I.  324,  50  Atl. 
son  (1891),  138  U.  S.  501.  387;    Lyle   v.    Staten   Island,   etc. 

aoCeeder  v.  Loud   &  Sons,   etc.  Co.    (N.    J.    1901),    48    Atl.    783; 

Co.,  86  Mich.  541,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  Chesapeake,   etc.   Ry.   v.  Atlantic, 

134;  Streeter  V.  Robiflson,  102  Cal.  etc.  Co.   (N.  J.  1901),  48  Atl.  997. 

542;   Sarmiento  v.  Davis,  etc.  Co.,  25  Finance  Co.,   etc.   v.   Charles- 

105  Mich.  300, -55  Am.  St.  Rep.  446.  ton,    etc.    R.    R.    (1892),    52    Fed. 

21  Breathitt,  etc.  Co.  v.  Gregory  526;  People,  etc.  v.  American,  etc. 

(Ky.  1904),  78  S.  "W.  148,  25  Ky.  Co.  (1902),  70  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  579; 

Law  Rep.  1507.  Grigg  v.  Mercantile  T.  Co.  (1901), 

^  Bristol,    etc.    v.    Keavey,    128  109  Fed.  220. 

Mass.  298.  26  Baxter   v.    Lowe    (1899),    93 

23  Western    Bank,    etc.    v.    Gil-  Fed.  358. 
strap,  45  Mo.  419;  Potter  v.  New 
Vol  11  —  68 
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tingent  interest  in  a  claim,  it  will  not  be  defeated  by  his  client's 
assignment  of  the  claim.^^  The  attorney  will  be  paid  out  of  the 
assets  of  the  bank,  for  collection  of  its  claim  which  he  had  under- 
taken before  the  receiver's  appointment.^^  The  court  will  not  per- 
mit the  receiver's  employment  of  an  attorney  hostile  to  the  inter- 
ests represented  by  the  receiver,^^  nor  an  attorney  who  is  interested 
on  one  side  of  the  suit.^°  Where  the  stockholders  attorney's  serv- 
ice, in  the  suit,  is  for  contingent  fees,  and  he  recovers  a  large  sum 
for  the  corporation,  the  court  will  order  him  paid,  out  of  the 
amount  recovered.^^  The  stockholder,  succeeding  in  his  suit  in 
behalf  of  the  corporation,  is  entitled  to  reimbursement  for  ex- 
penses and  for  attorney's  fees,  and  to  have  a  lien  therefor  on  the 
recovered  property.^^  Upon  successful  suit  of  minority  stock- 
holders, to  restrain  and  cancel  a  sale  of  all  the  corporate  property, 
its  value,  and  not  that  of  the  plaintiff  shareholders,  is  to  be  con- 
sidered in  measuring  the  amount  to  be  allowed  plaintiffs  for  at- 
torney's, fees.^'  An  implied  and  indefinite  contract  by  a  corpora- 
tion with  an  attorney,  to  pay  him  for  his  services  in  the  formation 
of  the  company,  is  complied  with  by  employment  and  compensa- 
tion for  his  services  for  one  year.^* 

§  724.  Salary  of  the  president. — ^The  cotjtract  to  pay  the 
president,  may  be  oral  and  informal,  and  by  conversations.^"  The 
president's  salary  is  not  payable  to  the  vice  president,  while  act- 
ing as  president.^°  To  entitle  a  president  or  director  of  a  cor- 
poration to  recover  for  services  rendered  his  corporation,  he  must 
prove  an  express  contract  of  employment,  if  the  services  for  which 
he  claims  comptensation  are  within  the  line  and  scope  of  his  duties 
as  president  or  director.^^     The  rule  which  excludes  compensa- 

27  Central    Trust    Co.    v.    Rich-  38  Forrester  v.  Boston,  etc.  Co. 

mond,  etc.  R.  R.  (1900),  105  Fed.  (Mont.  1904),  74  Pac.  1088. 

803.  '^  Sullivan  v.   Detroit,   etc.    Co. 

28Sowles     V.     National     Union  (Mich.  1904),  64  L.  R.  A.  673. 

Bank  (1897),  82  Fed.  139.  so  Bagley  v.  Carthage  (1898),  25 

29  Farwell  v.  Great  Western  T.  N.  Y.  App.  Dlv.  475. 

Co.  (1896),  161  111.  522.  36  Brown  v.   Galveston,  etc.  Co. 

soSpeiser     v.     Merchants'     Ex-  (1899),  92  Tex.  520. 

change  Bank  (1901),  110  Wis.  506.  s 7  Santa  Clara  Mining  Assn.  v. 

siCrumlish  v.  Shenandoah  Val-  Meredith    (1878),   49   Md.   400,   33 

ley  R.  R.    (1895),  40  W.  Va.  627,  Am.  Rep.  264;   Citizens'  National 

22  S.  B.  90.  Bank  v.  Elliott,  55  Iowa,  104,  39 

32  Grant  v.  Lookout  Mt.  Co.,  93  Am.  Rep.  167;   Kilpatrick  v.  Pen- 

Tenn.   691    (1894);    Hobhs  v.  Mc-  rose,  etc.  Co.,   49   Pa.   St.   118,  88 

Lean  (1886),  117  V.  S.  567.  Am.    Dec.    497;    Merrick   v.    Pene 
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tion  to  directors,  applies  to  the  president  chosen  by  the  directors 
from  their  own  number,  and  also  to  a  treasurer  when  a  director.^" 
Where  a  president  has  served,  while  no  fixed  salary  has  been  fixed 
for  his  services  or  attached  to  the  position,  the  directors  ca,n  not 
•afterwards  vote  him  pay  for  such  services.^^  But  when  the  char- 
ter of  a  corporation  provides  that  certain  officers  may  be  elected, 
and  their  salary  fixed,  by  a  board  of  directors,  and  a  president  is 
thus  elected,  but  without  a  salary  being  named,  the  law  raises  an 
■assumpsit  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  to  pay  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  his  services,  rendered  after  election.*"  And,  gener- 
ally, for  services  beyond  their  regular  employment,  the  president 


•Coal  Co.,  61  111.  472;  Sawyer  t. 
Pawners'  Bank,  6  Allen,  207;  Hol- 
land V.  Lewlston  Falls  Bank,  52 
Me.  564;  Gridley  v.  Lafayette,  etc. 
Ey.  Co.,  71  111.  200;  Emporium 
Heal  Estate  Co.  v.  Emrle,  54  111. 
345;  Taylor  on  Corporations, 
■■§  647. 

38  Note  to  Cook  v.  Sherman,  20 
Ted.  Rep.  183,  citing  Loan  Assn. 
V.  Steinmetz,  29  Pa.  St.  118. 

30  An  appropriation  by  the  di- 
rectors of  a  corporation  of  its 
funds  as  compensation  to  its  pres- 
ident for  services  rendered  at  a 
time  when  there  was  no  by-law  or 
resolution  authorizing  payment 
for  the  services  is  unauthorized, 
and  the  corporation,  by  its  re- 
-ceiver,  may  recover  the  funds  so 
appropriated.  Ellis  v.  "Ward  (111. 
1889),  25  N.  E.  Rep.  671,  137  111. 
o09.  And  in  this  case  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  president  had- 
parted  with  all  his  interests  in 
the  company  before  the  action 
was  taken  by  its  directors;  that 
Tie  had  never  demanded  payment 
"for  his  services,  and  had  no  act- 
ual knowledge  of  the  resolution 
t)f  the  directors;  that  he  accepted 
checks  drawn  on  the  company's 
funds  for  an  amount  due  him 
Tinder  an  agreement  by  the  direct- 
ors purchasing  his  stock,  but  re- 
fused to  receipt  for  the  checks  as 
■salary, — it  does  not  sufficiently 
appear  that  he  was  a  party  to  the 
misappropriation,  so  as  to  render 


him  liable  to  the  company  for  the 
amount  of  the  checks. 

*o  Grundy  v.  Pine  Hill  Coal  Co. 
(Ky.  1888),  9  S.  W.  Rep.  414.  In 
a  New  York  case  in  point  the 
president  of  a  company  had 
served  for  years  without  salary 
and  had  also  advanced  the  com- 
pany considerable  sums  of  money 
which  had  not  been  repaid  him, 
and  it  was  held  to  be  within  the 
power  of  the  directors  to  issue  to 
him  the  shares  of  the  company  by 
way  of  payment  for  his  services 
and  in  repayment  of  the  advances. 
Reed  v.  Hayt  (1888),  109  N.  Y. 
659,  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  135,  affirm- 
ing 51  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  121.  So  a 
resolution  of  the  board  of  direct- 
ors of  a  private  corporation  re- 
citing that  the  president's  salary 
was  fixed  at  a  certain  amount  dur- 
ing the  preceding  year,  is  compe- 
tent evidence'  of  the  fact;  but  it 
does  not  show  a  contract  for  a 
salary  prior  to  that  time.  Smith 
V.  Woodville  Consolidated  Silver 
Mining  Co.  (1885),  66  Cal.  398. 
In  Jones  v.  Morrison  (1883),  31 
Minn.  140,  it  was  held  that  the 
vote  of  directors  fixing  the  com- 
pensation of  one  of  their  number 
as  an  officer  of  the  corporation  is 
jirima  facie  voidable  at  the  elec- 
tion of  a  stockholder;  and  further 
that  the  directors  cannot  pay  for 
past  services  rendered  at  a  fixed 
salary  or  under  an  agreement  that 
they  should  be  gratuitous. 
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and  directors  of  a  company,  may  recover  a  quantum  meruit.*^ 
But  the  value  of  such  services  must  be  well  established  upon  the 
evidence.*^  In  a  case  decided  in  the  New  York  courts,  it  was. 
held  that  salary  wrongfully  voted  and  paid  a  president  by  the 
directors  of  a  company,  might  be  recovered  from  those  of  them 
who  voted  to  authorize  it.*^ 

D. 

AUTHORITY  AND  POWERS. 

§  725.  Scope  of  authority  of  officers  and  agents. — Officers 
and  agents,  other  than  directors,  have  only  such  authority  to  bind 
the  corporation  as  is  expressly  conferred  upon  them  by  the  char- 


*i  Santa  Clara  Manuf.  Assn.  v. 
Meredith,  49  Md.  389,  33  Am. 
Rep.  264;  Cheeney  v.  Lafayette, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  68  111.  570,  18  Am.  Rep. 
534,  87  111.  446;  Rockford,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Sage,  65  111.  329,  16  Am. 
Rep.  587;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Elliott,  55  Iowa,  104,  39  Am.  Rep. 
167;  New  Orleans,  etc.  Packet  Co. 
v.  Brown,  36  La.  Ann.  138,  51  Am. 
Rep.  5;  Jackson  v.  New  York  Cen- 
tral R.  Co.,  2  Thomp.  &  C.  653; 
Shackelford  v.  New  Orleans,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  37  Miss.  202;  Gardner  v. 
Butler,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  702,  721;  Rog- 
ers V.  Hastings,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  22 
Minn.  25;  Greensboro,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Stratton  (1889),  120  Ind.  294;  Mis- 
souri River  R.  Co.  v.  Richards, 
8  Kan.  101.  Contra,  Levisee  v. 
Shreveport  City  R.  R.  Co.,  27  La. 
Ann.  641;  Pew  v.  Gloucester  Nat. 
Bank,  130  Mass.  391.  But  in  a 
late  case  in  New  York  it  was 
held  that  a  director  who  receives 
a  salary  as  vice-president,  cannot, 
in  the  absence  of  a  special  agree- 
ment, recover  compensation  for 
services  outside  of  his  duties  as 
director  and  vice-president.  Gill 
V.  New  York  Cab  Co.  (1888),  48 
Hun,  524.  Ace.  Barril  v.  Calendar 
Insulating,  etc.  Co.,  50  Hun,  257 
(1888). 

42  The  superintendent  of  a  min- 
ing company  testified  that  the 
services  rendered  by  the  president 
and  secretary  of  the  company  out- 


side of  the  performance  of  their 
duty  as  such  officers  were  worth  a. 
certain  sum,  but  it  appeared  that 
he  resided  at  the  mine,  was  sel- 
dom at  the  offices  of  the  com- 
pany, and  did  not  know  what  serv- 
ices were  rendered  by  the  presi- 
dent and  secretary.  The  only  evi- 
dence as  to  the  value  of  his  awn. 
services  was  the  fact  that  he  was 
superintendent.  And  it  was  held 
that  this  evidence  was  insuffi- 
cient to  show  that  these  officers 
had  rendered  services  worth  the 
sum  stated,  and  that  their  charg- 
ing the  corporation  therewith,  by 
a  resolution  passed  by  their  Own 
votes,  was  fair  and  honest.  Graves 
V.  Mono  Lake  Hydraulic  Min.  Co. 
(Cal.  1890),  22  Pac.  Rep.  665. 

•43  The  directors  of  a  railway- 
company  voted  without  authority 
to  pay  their  president  a  salary,, 
and  at  a  subsequent  meeting  as- 
sumed to  authorize  him  to  issue 
and  negotiate  the  company's  notes 
in  payment  thereof.  Some  of 
these  notes  passed  into  the  hands 
of  bona  fide  purchasers,  and  there- 
upon the  company  brought  suit 
against  its  president  and  direct- 
ors for  the  value  of  the  notes  is- 
sued. Upon  these  facts  and  be- 
cause of  the  injury  done  by  the- 
apparent  authority  to  negotiate,, 
and  thus  to  convert  its  void  notes 
into  valid  obligations,  and  by  the- 
actual    negotiation     of    some     ot 


§  725.]  DIEECTOES,  OFFICEES    AND    AGENTS.  1077 

ter,  the  statutes  or  the  by-laws,  and  by  the  rules  of  law  of  prin- 
■cipal  and  agent."  The  stockholders  or  members  of  a  corpora- 
tion, though  they  own  a  majority  of  its  stock,  are  not  its  agents, 
■and  as  individuals,  have  no  power  to  bind  the  corporation,  unless 
■expressly  authorized.*^  Corporate  engagements  can  not  be  im- 
plied from  unauthorized  acts  or  declarations  of  the  individual 
members,*"  but  only  from  the  acts  and  declarations  of  officers, 
who  are  constituted  to  act  for  the  company.  And  by  the  acts 
and  declarations  of  its  officers  and  agents,  within  the  apparent 
scope  of  their  several  employments,  the  company  is  bound.  Nor 
is  notice  imputed  to  persons  dealing  with  them,  of  extrinsic  facts 
making  it  improper  for  them  to  act.*^  Accordingly,  a  corporation 
is  estopped  to  deny  its  liability  under  a  contract,  on  the  ground 
that  its  officers  were  not  technically  authorized  to  make  it,  or  that 
its  own  proceedings  in  the  premises  were  irregular,  when  the 
■contract — (within  the  scope  of  its  powers), — was  entered  into  by 
proper  officers  and  has  been  recognized  by  corporate  acts.**  Thus, 
the  authority  of  the  proper  officers  who  make  a  contract  under  the 
seal  of  the  corporation, — is  presumed,  until  the  contrary  be  proven; 
and  this  pre-sumption  is  not  overcome  by  the  mere  fact  that  no 
vote  of  the  directors  authorizing  it,  is  shown.**  An  officer  of  a 
■corporation  may,  by  the  acts  of  its  directors  or  managers,  be  in- 
vested with  capacity  to  bind  the  company,  even  beyond  the  scope 
•of  those  powers  which  are  inherent  in  his  office ;  as  where,  in  the 
general  course  of  the  company's  business,  the  directors  or  man- 
agers have  permitted  an  officer  to  assume  the  control  and  direc- 
tion of  its  affairs,  and  have  held  him  out  to  the  public  as  its  gen- 

them,  the  company  can  maintain  v.  Sterling,   124  Cal.  429,  71  Am. 

an    action    against    the    directors  St.  Rep.  94. 

"Who    voted   to   confer   the   power,  *«  Allegheny  County  Workhouse 

-without    any    allegation    of    pay-  v.  Moore  (1881),  95  Pa.  St.  408. 

ment   of    the   notes    or   of   actual  *7  Credit   Co.   Limited   v.    Howe 

loss.   Modifying  45  Hun,  590.   Met-  Machine  Co.  (1887),  54  Conn.  357, 

ropolitan  Ry.  Co.  v.  Kneeland,  24  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  123. 

N.  E.  Rep.  381  (N.  Y.  1890).  *8  So  lield  as  to  a  contract  that 

44  Moshannon  Land,  etc.  Co.  v.  a  lessee  railroad  company  would 
Sloan,  109  Pa.  St.  532,  7  Atl.  102;  lend  to  the  lessor  company 
Slattery  v.  North  End  Sav.  Bank,  $150,000,  and  take  1,000  shares  of 
175  Mass.  380;  Green  v.  Hugo,  81  the  lessor's  stock  as  security. 
Tex.  452,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  824.  Peterborough  R.  Co.  v.  Nashua  & 

45  Humphreys  v.  McKissoeok,  Lowell  R.  Co.  (1883),  59  N.  H. 
140  U.  S.  304;  Sellers  v.  Greer,  172  385. 

111.  549;   Mercantile  Nat.  Bank  v.  49  Fidelity  Ins.  T.  &  S.  D.  Co.  v. 

Parsons,  54  Minn.  56,  40  Am.  St.  Shenandoah  Val.  R.  Co.  (1889),  32 
Bep.  299;  Merchants'  Ad-Sign  Co.      W.  Va.  244. 
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eral  agent.  His  authority  to  act  for  the  company  in  a  particular 
transaction  may  be  implied  from  the  manner  in  which  he  has  been 
permitted  by  the  directors  or  managers  to  transact  its  business.^*' 
§  726.  Authority  determined  by  the  by-laws  and  by  custom. 
— The  authority  of  officers  of  corporations,  depends  upon  the  by- 
laws or  upon  the  custom  of  the  corporation.^^  But  this  rule  is- 
modified  in  practice,  when  there  is  want  of  notice  of  the  company's 
rules  and  regulations.  Thus,  rules  and  regulations  of  a  corpora- 
tion that  no  contracts  shall  be  binding  upon  it  which  are  not  iiv 
writing,  signed  by  its  president,  can  not  affect  contracts  made  by 
agents  of  the  corporation  with  persons  having  no  notice  of  the 
rule.°^  Though  it  is  held,  generally,  that  persons  dealing  with 
one  claiming  to  have  authority  to  act  for  a  corporation,  do  so  at 
their  peril,  and  having  failed  to  inform  themselves  as  to  his  au- 
thority, they  are  estopped  from  complaining  of  the  company's  re- 
fusal to  assume  responsibility  for  his  unauthorized  contracts."^ 
Thus,  persons  selling  land  to  a  corporation  through  a  supposed 
agent,  must  inform  themselves  of  his  authority.^*  And  where  the 
officers  of  a  corporation  have  no  power  to  give  an  indefinite  ex- 
tension of  time  for  payment  for  shares,  one  with  whom  they 
conti-act  for  credit  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  limitations, 
upon  their  authority.^^  The  authority  of  an  agent,  however,  need 
not  be  shown  to  have  been  expressly  conferred.  It  may  be  im- 
plied from  his  official  position,  or  from  custom."'  And  a  custom 
recognized  by  the  corporation  may  supply  the  place  of  express- 
authority."^     Thus,  one  who  had  advanced  money  to  promote  the 

BO  Fifth    "Ward    Sav.     Bank    v.  Iron  Co.  (1887),  82  Va.  913,  3  Am. 

First  Nat.  Bank   (1887),  48  N.  J.  St.  Rep.  128. 

513.  55  McComb  v.  Credit  Mobilier,  13: 

51 E.  g.    To  execute  a  note,  Fos-  Phila.  468. 

ter    V.    Ohio-Colorado    Reduction,  »« Indianapolis  Rolling  Mill  Co. 

etc.  Co.   (1882),  17  Fed.  Rep.  130;  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  R.  Co.,  120  U.  S. 

to  sell  land,  Bocock  v.  Alleghany  256;    Page  v.  Fall  River,   etc.  R. 

Coal    &   Iron  Co.    (1887),   82   Va.  Co.,   31   Fed.  Rep.   257;    Flynn  v. 

913,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  128.  Des  Moines,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  63  Iowa, 

52  Walker  v.   "Wilmington,  C.   &  490;    Fifth    Ward,    etc.    Bank    v. 

N.  R.  Co.  (1887),  26  S.  C.  80.  First   Nat.    Bank,   48   N.   J.    513;  , 

63  Bocock  V.  Alleghany  Coal  &  Topeka  Primary  A.  U.  B.  v.  Mar- 
Iron  Co.  (1887),  82  Va.  913,  3  Am.  tin  (1888),  39  Kan.  570;  Hanni- 
St.  Rep.  128;  Credit  Co.  v.  Howe  bal  Bank  v.  North  Missouri  Coal 
Machine  Co.  (1887),  54  Conn.  357,  Co.,  86  Mo.  125. 
1  Am.  St.  Rep.  123;  De  Bost  v.  AI-  S7  Page  v.  Fall  River,  etc.  R.  Co., 
bert  Palmer  Co.  (1884),  35  Hun,  31  Fed.  Rep.  257;  Topeka  Primary 
386.  A.  XJ.  B.  V.  Martin  (1888),  39  Kan. 

54  Bocock  V.  Alleghany  Coal    &  570;    Fifth    Ward,    etc.    Bank    v. 
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purposes  of  a  corporation,  in  accordance  with  the  directions  of  a 
general  manager  invested  with  the  entire  control  of  the  affairs  of 
the  corporation,  and  in  accordance  with  a  custom  recognized  and 
acquiesced  in  by  the  members,  although  without  express  authority 
from  the  trustees,  was  held  entitled  to  recover  the  amounts  ad- 
vanced."' 

§  727.  Authority  only  such  as  is  expressly  conferred,  or 
necessarily  implied. — From  the  general  powers  expressly  con- 
ferred upon  corporate  officers  and  agents,  there  arise  certain  other 
implied  powers,  necessarily  incidental  thereto."'  Thus,  an  agent 
who  has  power  to  sign  and  deliver  insurance  policies,  and  who  is 
responsible  to  the  company  for  collection  of  all  premiums  on  poli- 
cies issued  by  him,  binds  the  company  by  an  agreement  to  give 
credit  on  the  premium  for  a  certain  time,  though  he  is  expressly 
avTthorized  to  give  credit  only  for  a  shorter  time.""  These  in- 
cidental powers,  however,  are  not  to  be  lightly  inferred,  nor  is  an 
agent's  authority  to  be  thus  extended  beyond  its  original  scope.*^^ 
Thus,  where  an  agent  of  a  railroad  company  is  empowered  "to 
procure  a  right  of  way,"  this  does  not  give  him  power  to  promise 
an  owner  of  land  that  the  company  will  locate  a  depot  in  a  certain 
place  f^  and  where  the  board  of  directors  authorized  a  company's 
officers  to  execute  a  note  for  a  certain  sum  at  a  given  rate  of 
interest,  it  was  held  that  the  officers  had  no  power  to  stipulate  for 
the  payment  of  attorney's  fees  in  the  event  of  suit  to  collect  the 
note."'     So,  generally,  in  order  to  render  a  corporation  liable  for 

First   Nat.    Bank,   48   N.    J.    513;  agent,  the  corporation  will  not  be 

Flynn  v.  Des  Moines,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  held  liable  for  articles  purchased 

63  Iowa,  490.  by  such  agent  without  authority. 

68  Topeka  Primary  A.  TJ.  B.  v.  Woman's     Christian     Temperance 

Martin  (1888),  39  Kan.  570.  Union  v.  Taylor  (1885),  8  Col.  75. 

s-9  New    York,    etc.    R.    Co.    v.  But   where  a   company   passed    a 

Schuyler,  34  N.  Y.  30,  65;   Whit-  resolution  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to 

aker   v.   Kilroy    (1888),   70   Mich.  a  certain  class  of  its  workmen,  it 

635.  was  held,   that  the  officials  were 

60  Farnum  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.,  23  not  precluded  by  the  resolution 
Pac.  Rep.  869  (Cal.  1890).  from   hiring   additional   workmen 

61  Hardin  v.  Iowa  Ry.  &  Const,  on  the  same  terms.  Hardy  v.  Tit- 
Co.  (1889),  78  Iowa,  726.  It  has  tabawassee  Boom  Co.  (1884),  52 
been    decided   where   nothing   ap-  Mich.  45. 

pears     concerning    the    functions  62  Houston  &  Texas  Central  R. 

and   powers   of  a  corporation  be-  Co.  v.  McKinney   (1881),  55  Tex. 

yond  what  may  be  implied  from  176. 

its  name,  'The  Woman's  Christian  63  Hardin  v.  Iowa  Ry.  &  Const. 

Temperance  Union,"  and  nothing  Co.  (1889),  78  Iowa,  726. 
concerning  the  power  of  a  certain 
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services  of  an  attorney  employed  by  a  subordinate  agent,  an  ex- 
press delegation  of  authority  to  employ  must  be  shown."* 

§  728.  Authority  of  managing  officer  to  issue  negotiable 
paper,  etc. — The  authority  of  the  officers  of  a  corporation  to 
issue  its  promissory  note  may  be  inferred  from  the  acquiescence 
of  the  corporation  or  by  its  recognition  of  the  acts  of  its  accredited 
officers  in  the  regular  course  of  its  authorized  business."^  And  in 
a  suit  for  money  lent  to  a  corporation,  and  used  by  it,  the  defendant 
can  not  plead  that  the  officers  negotiating  the  loan  were  not  prop- 
erly authorized.^"  Where  it  is  within  the  inherent  power  of  a  cor- 
poration to  make  and  indorse  notes,  and  there  is  evidence  that 
in  the  course  of  its  business  its  notes  have  been  made  by  a  certain 
officer,  and  that  notes  held  by  it  have  been  indorsed  in  its  name 
by  that  officer,  an  indorsement  of  a  note  by  him  in  the  name  of 
the  corporation  is  binding  upon  it,  when  the  note  is  in  the  hands 
of  a  bona  fide  holder,  and  the  holder  is  not  prevented  from  avail- 
ing himself  thereof  by  the  fact  that  he  had  never  before  dealt  in 
the  corporation's  commercial  paper,  though  it  also  appears  to  be 
the  uniform  custom  of  the  corporation  that  all  notes  belonging  to 
it  should  be  indorsed  by  a  certain  other  officer  also  in  his  individual 
name,  before  being  discounted  or  vised.*"  The  possession  of  a 
note  by  an  indorsee  purporting  to  be  indorsed  by  a  corporation,  is 
prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  so  indorsed,  without  proof  that 
the  person  who  made  it  had  authority  to  do  so."*  An  officer, 
whether  president,  general  manager,  or  other  officer,  or  agent 
of  the  corporation,  who  is  entrusted  with  the  entire  management 
and  control  of  its  business,  has  implied  autthority  to  make  neces- 
sary contracts,  and  to  draw,  accept  or  indorse  notes,  bills  or  drafts 
in  the  usual  and  necessary  course  of  the  corporate  business.  He 
has  no  such  authority,  if  he  has  not  entire  charge  of  the  corporate 
business,  but  is  under  direct  control  of  the  directors  or -other 
officers."' 

c^Maupm     v.     Virginia     Lead  Stymus    Manuf.    Co.     (1888),    49 

Mining  Co.   (1883),  78  Mo.  24.  Hun,  606. 

65  Hannibal  Bank  v.  North  Mis-  "s  National  Bank  of  Battle 
souri  Coal,  etc.  Co.  (1885),  86  Mo.  Creek  v.  Mallan  (1887),  37  Minn. 
125.  404. 

66  Connecticut  River  Savings  os  Bond  v.  Pontiac,  0.  &  Pt.  A. 
'Bank  V.   Piske    (1884),   60   N.   H.  R.  Co.  (1886),  62  Mich.  643,  4  Am. 

363;     nor     that     borrowing     the      St.    Rep.    885;     Gano    v.    Loemo 
money  was  an  ultra  vires  act.  Printing    Co.,    47    111.    App.    456; 

67  Bank  of  Attica    v.  Pottler   &      Alabama  Nat.  Bank  v.  O'Niel,  20 
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§  729.  Authority  of  subordinate  officers. — The  duties  and 
powers  of  the  minor  officers  and  agents  of  corporations  are  not 
generally  prescribed  by  the  by-laws,  but  are  determined  by  cus- 
tom ;  and  whether  or  not,  a  particular  act  be  within  the  scope  of 
such  an  official's  authority,  is  to  be  determined  largely  by  the 
circumstances  of  each  case.  Thus,  while  ordinarily,  there  is  no 
presumption  that  the  chief  engineer  of  a  railway  company  has 
authority  to  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  depot  building,  it  has 
been  held,  under  a  particular  state  of  facts,  that  a  contractor  might 
assume  that  a  chief  engineer,  and  others  with  whom  he  dealt,  rep- 
resented the  company  and  had  authority  to  bind  it.^"  In  a  Florida 
case  it  was  held  that  the  roadmaster  and  conductor  have  no 
authority  to  employ  surgeons  for  employes,  in  the  service  of  a 


Ala.  688;  Adriance  v.  Iloome,  52 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  399;  Schuylkill 
Electric  Ry.  Co.,  195  Pa.  St.  211; 
Morris  v.  Griffith,  etc.  Co.,  69  Fed. 
131;  Jewett  v.  West  Somerville, 
«tc.  Bank,  173  Mass.  54,  ■  73  Am. 
St.  Rep.  259. 

'0  In  an  action  against  a  corpo- 
ration for  services  rendered  and 
money  advanced  by  plaintiff  prep- 
aratory to  making  and  perform- 
ing a  contract  to  construct  a  rail- 
road, it  appeared  that  one  S.,  who 
assumed  to  be  defendant's  chief 
engineer,  first  called  plaintiff's  at- 
tention to  the  subject  of  becom- 
ing a  contractor,  and  introduced 
him  to  L.,  who  was  said  to  be  one 
of  defendant's  counsel,  and  L.  sub- 
mitted a  proposed  contract  to 
plaintiff.  Plaintiff  was  soon  after 
informed  that  the  contract  was  to 
be  let  to  another  person,  D.,  but 
that  plaintiff  should  be  the  latter's 
subcontractor  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  be  subrogated  to  his  rights.  A 
subsequent  meeting  of  defendant's 
board  of  directors  approved  the 
■contract  with  D.,  and  a  proposed 
agreement  by  D.  with  plaintiff  was 
also  approved,  and  the  board 
agreed  to  accept  plaintiff  as  sub- 
rogated to  D.'s  rights  and  liabili- 
ties on  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract with  D.  by  plaintiff.  At  the 
same  meeting  L.  and  S.  were  ap- 


pointed counsel  and  chief  engi- 
neer respectively  of  defendant, 
and  L.  sent  plaintiff  a  copy  of  the 
resolution  concerning  D.'s  con- 
tracts with  the  company  and 
plaintiff.  L.  and  S.  had  been  pre- 
viously designated  as  counsel  and 
engineer  in  a  printed  circular,  but 
had  not  been  formally  appointed 
such.  Plaintiff's  advances  and 
services  were  given  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  S.  and 
L.,  and  were  essential  in  prepar- 
ing to  construct  a  railroad,  and 
drawings  paid  for  by  plaintiff 
were  approved  by  defendant's 
president.-  The  construction  of 
a  railroad  was  defendant's  only 
immediate  object,  and  plaintiff 
had  a  practical  knowledge  of  that 
business.  Another  person,  who 
represented  the  stockholders,  was 
active  in  the  negotiations  with 
plaintiff.  And  it  was  decided  thai 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  assume 
that  the  persons  with  whom  he 
dealt  represented  and  acted  with 
the  authority  of  defendant,  and 
that,  on  defendant's  refusal  to 
award  him  the  contract,  he  could 
recover  for  his  services  and  ex- 
penditures. Wilson  V.  Kings 
Countjr  Elevated  R.  Co.  (1889), 
114  N.  Y.  487,  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
342. 
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railway  company J^  And  there  is  a  similar  decision  in  England 
in  respect  of  the  station  master.'^  In  a  case  which  was  decided  in 
Texas,  a  finding  by  the  jury  that  one  who  had  the  control  and 
direction  of  the  entire  business  affairs  of  a  railroad  company^ 
and  whose  duty  it  was  to  prepare  the  case  of  the  company  in 
litigations  affecting  it,  had  authority  to  institute  a  prosecution  for 
perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  any  such  litigation,, 
was  sustained  by  the  court.'^  A  corporation  organized  and 
chartered  for  the  purpose  of  holding  the  title  to  a  college  building,, 
and  property  erected  and  maintained  by  a  religious  denomination,, 
is  bound  by  contracts  made  by  the  synod  of  the  denomination  for 
the  erection  of  the  building,  the  synod  being  a  shifting,  unincor- 
porated body,  which,  however,  controls  the  denomination/* 

§  730.  Powers  of  directors,  generally. — The  directors  make 
all  corporate  contracts  within  the  express  or  implied  corporate 
powers,  and  without  any  counsel  or  assent  of  the  stockholders.. 
The  stockholders  can  not  malce  any  corporate  contracts,^^  though, 
only  they  can  make  or  authorize  by-laws  and  elect  or  accept  resig- 
nation of  directors,  and  fill  vacancies  in  the  office  of  director. 
"When  a  charter  invests  a  board  with  the  power  to  manage  the 
concerns  of  a  corporation,  the  power  is  exclusive  in  its  character. 
The  corporators  have  no  right  to  interfere  with  it,  and  courts  will 
not,  even  on  a  petition  of  a  majority,  compel  the  board  to  do  an 
act  contrary  to  its  judgment.  The  stockholders,  as  such,  in  their 
collective  capacity,  can  do  no  corporate  act.  The  directors  are 
their  representatives  and  alone  authorized  to  act."^°  At  common 
law  the  directors  have  powers  co-extensive  with  those  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  have  not  a  mere  delegated  authority  as  common 
agents.''^  And  in  the  absence  of  restrictions  in  the  charter  or  by- 
laws, directors  have  all  the  authority  of  the  corporation  itself  in 
the  conduct  of  its  ordinary  business.^*     They  are  clothed  with  the 

71  Peninsular  R.  Co.  v.  Gary,  22  75  Sellers  v.  Greer  (1898),  172^ 
Pla.  356  (1886),  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  111.  549,  40  L.  R.  A.  589.  See  i» 
194.  L.  R.  A.  471. 

72  Cox  V.  Midland  Counties  Ry.  76  MoCullough  v.  Moss  (1846), 
Co.,    3   Ex.    268,    which,   however,  5  Denio,  567. 

say    Brown    &    Theobald,    would  77  Bliss    v.    Keweah   Canal,   etc. 

probably    not    now    be    followed.  Co.,  65  Cal.  502,  4  Pac.  507. 

Brown  &  Theobald's  Ry.  Law,  108.  78  Saltmarsh   v.    Spaulding,   147 

73  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mass.  224,  17  N.  E.  316;  Burrlll 
James  (1889),  73  Tex.  12.  v.  Nahant  Bank,  43  Mass.  163,  35 

74  McLaughlin  v.  Concordia  Col-  Am.  Dec.  395;  Park  v.  Grant,  etc. 
lege  (1885),  20  Mo.  App.  42.  Works,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  114,  3  Atl.  162; 
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power  of  managing  the  corporate  property,  and  conducting  the 
affairs  of  the  company.'^  Generally,  whatever  the  directors  dO' 
within  the  scope  of  the  objects  and  powers  of  the  corporation, 
the  corporation  does.^"  "All  powers  directly  conferred  by  statute,, 
or  impliedly  granted  of  necessity,  must  be  exercised  by  the  direc- 
tors who  are  constituted  by  the  law  as  the  agency  for  the  doing  of 
corporate  acts.  The  expression  of  the  corporate  will  and  the  per- 
formance of  corpora;te  functions  in  the  management  of  a  cor- 
poration, may  originate  with  its  directors  where  the  law  or  the- 
by-laws  have  not  expressly  restricted  their  authority  and  made 
their  action  to  rest  for  its  validity  upon  the  concurrence  of  the 
stockholders,  by  previous  action  or  subsequent  ratification.  With- 
in the  chartered  authority,  they  have  the  fullest  power  to  regulate 
the  concerns  of  the  corporation,  according  to  their  best  judgment ;; 
and  contracts,  which  the  corporation  could  legitimately  make,, 
come  within  the  scope  of  the  ordinary  powers  of  corporate  man- 
agement."*^ They  have  a  general  power  to  make  and  modify 
contracts,  and  the  stockholders  can  not  control  that  power  when 
it  is  exercised  in  good  faith. ^^  The  law  does  not  authorize  direc- 
tors to  bind  their  companies  by  contracts  foreign  to  the  purposes- 
for  which  they  were  established,  but  it  does  hold  companies  bound 
by  contracts  duly  entered  into  by  their  directors  for  purposes, 
which  they  have  treated  as  within  the  objects  of  their  acts,  and! 
which  can  not  clearly  be  shown  not  to  fall  within  them ;  and  they 
further  hold  companies  to  be  bound  by  a  continued  course  of 
dealing  by  their  directors  with  third  persons.*^  Where  it  is. 
provided  by  the  charter,  or  the  enabling  act  under  which  the  cor- 
poration is  organized,  that  the  directors  shall  "manage  its  af- 
fairs,"** the  provision  is  construed  to  vest  in  them  full  authority 

"Directors    of    Corporations,"    by  so  "Directors    of    Corporations,'" 

Joseph   A.   Joyce,   19   Cent.   L.   J.  by  Joseph  A.  Joyce,  19  Cent.  L.  J. 

305,  citing  Bank  of  Middlebury  v.  305,  citing  Leavitt  v.  Oxford,  etc. 

Rutland,    etc.     Co.,    30    Vt.    159;  Co.,  3  Utah,  265. 

Morse   on   Banking,   90.     Cf.  also  si  Beveridge  v.  N.  Y.  E.  R.  Co.,. 

Dispatch  Line  v.  Bellamy  Manuf.  112  N.  Y.  1. 

Co.,  12  N.  H.  225;   State  v.  Smith,  saFlagg  v.  Manhattan  Ry.  Co.,. 

48  Vt.  226.  20  Blatchf.  C.  C.  142. 

79  Hoyle   V.    Plattsburg,    etc.   R.  ss  Eastern   Counties   Ry.   Co.   v.. 

Co.,  54  N.  Y.  2|14.     They  are  the  HAwkes   (1855),  5  H.  L.  Cas.  331, 

power  which  gives   expression  to  381;'  National  Exch.  Co.  v.  Drew,, 

the  will  of  the  corporation.     Sal-  2    Macq.    103;    Bargate    v.    Short- 

mon  V.  Richardson,  30  Conn.  360;  ridge,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  297. 

Maynard  v.   Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  si  As    in   the    General   Railroad 

Co.,  34  Cal.  48.  Act  of  New  York  (N.  Y.  Laws  of 
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to  act  for  the  corporation,  in  all  ordinary  matters  within  the  scope 
of  its  charter  powers. ^^  Stockholders  may  adopt  by-laws  limiting 
the  powers  of  directors,  if  not  inconsistent  with  the  charter  or 
general  law,  but  not  to  affect  third  persons  ignorant  of  such  re- 
stricting by-laws.**  And  the  stockholders'  resolution  "that  it  is  not 
deemed  necessary  to  adopt  by-laws,  for  the  reason  that  the  articles 
of  incorporation  provide  that  the  control  and  management  of  the 
corporation  shall  be  in  the  hands  of  the  board  of  directors,"  has 
been  held  to  leave  the  entire  control  of  the  corporate  business 
with  the  directory  with  full  power  to  do  anything  the  stockholders 
themselves  or  the  corporation  might  do.*^  Under  their  general 
power  to  manage  the  corporate  affairs,  conferred  upon  them  by 
the  charter  or  by-laws,  the  directors  may  sign  checks,  borrow 
money,  issue  notes  and  execute  mortgages  to  secure  the  same  f'* 
they  may  make  the  company  liable  for  items  of  account  against 


1850,  ch.  140,  §  5)  or  tliat  "the 
powers  of  the  corporation  shall 
"be  exercised  by  a  board  of  direct- 
ors." The  English  Companies 
Clauses  Act  of  1845  provides  that 
the  directors  shall  have  the  man- 
agement and  superintendence  of 
the  affairs  of  the  company,  and 
that  they  may  lawfully  exercise 
all  the  powers  of  the  company, 
■except  as  to  such  matters  as  are 
directed  by  that  act  or  the  special 
act  of  incorporation,  to  be  trans- 
acted by  a  general  meeting  of  the 
company;  but  that  all  the  powers 
so  to  be  exercised  shall  be  exer- 
cised in  accordance  with  and  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  of  the  act 
and  of  the  special  act  of  incorpo- 
ration; and  shall  be  subject  also 
to  the  control  and  regulation  of 
any  general  meeting  specially  con- 
vened for  the  purpose,  but  not  so 
as  to  render  invalid  any  act  done 
t)y  the  directors  prior  to  any  res- 
olution passed  by  the  general 
meeting.     8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  90. 

85  Bank  of  United  States  v. 
Dandridge,  12  Wheat.  113,  per 
Marshall,  C.  J.;  Hoyt  v.  Thomp- 
son, 19  N.  Y.  207,  216;  Tripp  v. 
Swanzey  Paper  Co.,  13  Pick.  291; 
Sims  V.  Street  Railroad  Co.,  37 
Ohio  St.  556;  Wood  v.  Whelen,  93 
111.   53;   Dana  v.  Bank  of  United 


States,  5  Watts  &  S.  243,  246; 
Bank  of  Kentucky  v.  Schuylkill 
Bank,  1  Pars.  Sel.  Cas.  236;  Bur- 
rill  V.  Nahant  Bank,  2  Met.  163, 
35  Am.  Dec.  395;  Wright  v.  Orr- 
ville  Manuf.  Co.,  40  Cal.  20.  Cf. 
Beaty  v.  Knowler's  Lessee,  4  Pet. 
152;  Bargate  v.  Shortridge,  5  H.  L. 
Cas.  297. 

so  Fowler  v.  Great  Southern,  etc. 
Co.,  104  La.  751,  29  So.  271;  Ash- 
ley Wire  Co.  v.  Illinois  Steel  Co., 
164  111.  149,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  187; 
In  re  Millward-Cliff  Cracker  Co., 
161  Pa.  St.  167. 

87  Reichwald  v.  Commercial 
Hotel  Co.  (1883),  106  111.  439; 
Burrill  v.  Nahant  Bank,  43  Mass. 
163,  35  Am.  Dec.  395. 

88  Under  laws  authorizing  a 
mining  company  "to  enter  into 
any  obligations  or  contracts  es- 
sential to  the  transaction  of  its 
ordinary  affairs,  or  for  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  was  created," 
and  empowering  the  directors  to 
exert  its  corporate  powers, — It  was 
held,  that  the  directors  might  bor- 
row money  for  its  purposes,  ne- 
gotiate loans,  execute  notes,  and 
sign  checks.  Mahoney  Mining  Co. 
V.  Anglo-Calif omian  Bank  (1881), 
104  U.  S.  192;  Saltmarsh  v. 
Spaulding  (1888),  147  Mass.  244. 
4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  151.    The  cir- 
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which  the  statute  of  limitations  might  otherwise  have  been  effect- 
ually interposed  as  a  bar  to  recovery  f^  they  may  bind  their  stock- 
holders by  a  settlement  of  a  pending  action,  although  it  subse- 
quently appear  that  they  failed  to  secure  the  best  terms  to  which 
the  corporation  might  have  been  entitled;""  may  make  assess- 
ments, without  showing  that  the  business  of  the  corporation  re- 
quires them  to  be  made,  and  this  whether  the  statute  expressly 
confers  such  power  or  not;"^  and  they  may  make  an  assignment 
of  all  the  property  of  an  insolvent  company  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors."^ The  latter  power,  however,  has  been  questioned."'  The 
directors   have  authority   to  amend   by-laws   adopted   by  them- 


cumstanoes  of  tTiis  case,  more 
fully,  were  these:  The  directors  of 
a  New  Hampshire  corporation,  by 
vote  passed  in  Massachusetts,  au- 
thorized the  execution  of  a  certain 
mortgage  on  land  in  Massachu- 
setts, the  directors  having  by  by- 
law the  management  and  control 
of  the  business  of  the  corporation, 
and  authority  to  appoint  all  nec- 
essary agents,  and  the  mortgage, 
pursuant  to  the  vote,  was  exe- 
cuted in  the  name  of  the  corpora- 
tion, as  was  usual  in  Massachu- 
setts; and  it  was  decided  that  the 
mortgage  was  valid,  notwithstand- 
ing Gen.  Laws  N.  H.,  ch.  135,  §  2, 
provides  that  corporations  author- 
ized to  hold  real  estate  may  con- 
vey the  same  by  an  agent  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose,  there 
being  no  express  prohibition  of 
other  modes  of  conveyance.  Where 
a  board  of  directors  approve  of  a 
sale  of  the  corporation  property 
under  mortgages  executed  under 
the  seal  by  the  president  (the 
mortgage  notes  having  been  duly 
entered  on  the  books  and  included 
in  the  yearly  report  of  liabilities), 
this  confirms  the  notes  and  mort- 
gages as  valid  obligations  of  the 
corporation.  Relchwald  v.  Com- 
mercial Hotel  Co.  (1883),  106  111. 
439.  And  where  a  mortgage  given 
by  a  corporation  to  secure  a  loan 


represents  upon  its  face  that  it 
was  duly  authorized  -by  the  board 
of  directors,  the  mortgagee,  know- 
ing the  corporation  had  power  to 
borrow  money,  and  advancing  it 
in  good  faith,  upon  the  security 
of  the  mortgage,  is  not  bound  to 
look  beyond  the  mortgage  for  the 
authority  for  its  execution.  Man- 
hattan Hardware  Co.  v.  Phalen 
(1889),  128  Pa.  St.  110;  Manhat- 
tan Hardware  Co.  v.  Boland,  128 
Pa.  St.  119  (1889).  And,  even 
acts  of  an  Iowa  corporation  In  ac- 
quiring property  In  Illinois,  and 
in  giving  notes  and  mortgages 
therefor,  are  not  "corporate  acts," 
but  such  as  may  be  done  by  the 
directors  in  the  exercise  of  their 
powers  as  agents,  and  may  be  per- 
formed in  Illinois.  Relchwald  v. 
Commercial  Hotel  Co.  (1883),  106 
111.  439. 

&9  Bliss  V.  Eaweah  Canal,  etc. 
Co.,  65  Cal.  502;  Leavitt  v.  Oxford, 
etc.  Silver  Mining,  Co.,  3  Utah 
265,  1  Pac.  356. 

90  Donohoe  v.  Mariposa,  etc.  Co. 
(1885),  66  Cal.  317. 

91  Rutland,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Thrall, 
35  Vt.  536;  Oglesby  v..AttriU,  105 
U.  S.  605;  Budd  v.  Multnomah 
Street  R.  Co.  (1887),  15  Oreg.  413, 
3  Am.  St.  Rep.  169. 

92  Calumet  Paper  Co.  v.  Haskell, 
etc.  Co.,  144  Mo.  331,  66  Am.  St. 


93  A  corporation's  assignment 
for  benefit  of  creditors  made  by 
the  board  of  directors  without  con- 
sent  of  the  stockholders,  is  void 


as  against  the  stockholders,  but 
not  as  against  a  mere  creditor. 
Eppright  V.  Nickerson  (1885),  78 
Mo.  482. 
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selves."*  The  trustees  of  a  secret  society,  vested  with  general 
power  to  manage  its  property,  may  lease  the  lodge-room  to  an- 
other society  for  one  night  in  each  week.^^  Directors  are  not 
necessarily  bound  to  keep  corporate  property  insured.'"' 

§  731.  Directors'  management  of  the  corporate  business. — 
The  directors  and  president,  as  its  agents,  manage  the  business  of 
the  corporation,  but  their  authority  to  transact  the  corporate  busi- 
ness gives  them  no  authority  to  manage  the  corporation  by  change 
•of  its  articles  of  association,  or  to  do  any  other  act  which  belongs 
only  to  the  corporation,  unless  the  stockholders  and  the  State  both 
assent.  The  members  are  the  corporation.  The  directors  and  offi- 
cers are  only  its  agents.*''  Although  majority  rule,  as  to  all  mat- 
ters of  policy  and  changes  provided  for  in  the  charter,  is  one  of 
the  principal  aims  of  incorporation,  no  fundamental  change  can 
be  made  without  consent  of  all  the  members,  and  consent  also 
of  the  State."^  The  powers  of  the  corporation,  the  officers,  and 
the  stockholders,  are  prescribed  by  the  charter;  it  is  a  limitation 
upon  them  severally  and  jointly.  After  the  incorporation  is  com- 
plete, they  can  not  change  the  control  and  management  of  the 
corporation  from  the  method  and  agencies  provided  by  the  charter. 
It  is  a  contract  between  the  corporation,  its  members,  and  agents, 
and  the  State,  and  not  to  be  changed  without  the  assent  of  all  of 
them.°°  The  State  can  not  change  the  charter,  without  reserved, 
power  to  change  or  repeal  it.  If  the  State  authorize  a  funda- 
mental change,  that  may  be  consummated  by  action  upon  its 
authority.  The  directors  alone  can  not  accept  the  change,  with- 
out assent  of  all  the  members;  for  such  act  of  change,  like  the 
original  act  of  incorporation,  is  an  original  contract  between  the 
corporation  and  the  State.^ 

Hep.  425;    Sargent  v.  "Webster,  54  but  made  no  provision  for  corpo- 

Mass.  497,  46  Am.  Dec.  743;   Dun-  rate  meetings, 

comb  V.   New   York.   etc.   R.   Co.,  !«>  Phillip   v.   Aurora   Lodge,    87 

88  N.  Y.  1,  84  N.  Y.  190;   Cham-  Ind.  505  (1883)-. 

berlain   v.    Bromberg    (1888),    83  »» Charlestown  Boot  &  Shoe  Co. 

Ala.   576.     And  a  quorum  of  the  v.  Dunsmore  (1884),  60  N.  H.  85. 

directors  will  suffice  for  the  pur-  97  Bastian  v.  Modem  Woodmen, 

pose.     Chase  v.  Tuttle   (1887),  55  166  111.  595. 

Conn.  455,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  64.  ssAllerton  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Co., 

94  Heintzelman  v.  Druids  Relief  18  Wall.  233;  Willis  v.  Central  Ry. 

Assn.  (1888),  30  Minn.  138,  where  Co.,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  5. 

the    articles    of    association    pro-  oo  Mills  v.   Cent.  R.  R.   Co.,   41 

vided  for  a  board  of  directors  and  N.  J.  Eq.  5. 

their  meetings,   and  the  manage-  1  Livingston  v.  Lynch,  4   John, 

ment  of  the  corporation  by  them,  Ch.  573. 
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§  732.  Limitations  of  directors'  powers. — The  power  to 
€lect  directors,  does  not  devolve  upon  the  directors,  but  that 
power  is  reserved'  to  the  shareholders.  The  power  to  sell,  and 
transfer  the  charter  and  franchises,  is  not  granted  to  them;  the 
power  to  dissolve  the  body  is  not  within  the  scope  of  their  author- 
ity. The  power  is  not  possessed  by  them  to  effect  great  and 
radical  changes  in  the  organization  of  the  body  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  shareholders.  They  can  not,  at  pleasure,  and  without 
the  consent  of  the  sjiareholders,  increase  or  diminish  the  capital 
stock  of  the  company,  and  thus  materially  affect  the  value  of  the 
shares  and  the  amount  of  dividends."  The  directors  have  no 
authority  to  sell  its  stock  below  par,  under  a  charter  authorizing 
them  to  sell  the  property  of  the  company  or  notes  or  bonds  belong- 
ing to  it.  And  therefore  the  issuing  by  the  directors  of  a  bond' 
convertible  into  stock,  which  is  the  same  thing  in  effect  as  the 
sale  of  so  much  stock,  and  the  sale  of  such  a  bond  at  a  discount, 
is  unlawful  and  void.'  The  board  of  directors  can  not  by  resolu- 
tion release  a  large  number  of  the  stock  subscribers  from  their 
liability,  when  such  act  is  tantamount  to  destroying  the  com- 
pany;* or  release '  stockholders  from  Hability  on  their  subscrip- 
tions, without  sufScient  consideration ;°  or  dispose  of  all  the  cor- 
porate property,  and  wind  up  the  corporation ;°  or  make,  alter  or 
repeal  the  by-laws,  unless  such  power  is  delegated  to  them  by  the 
stockholders  -^  or  pledge  the  future  earnings  of  the  company  f 
or  accept  an  amendment,  changing  the  character  of  the  corpora- 
tion,® or  enlarging  its  powers.^"  Their  authority  does  not  extend 
to  the  reorganization  or  reincorporation  of  the  conipany,^^  or  to 

2  Eidman  V.  Bowman  (1871),  58  Jones   v.   Bank   of   Leadville.    10 

111.  444,  11  Am.  Rep.  90;  Railway  Colo.  464,  17  Pac.  272. 

Co.   V.   Allerton    (1873),   18   Wall.  ^Albers  v.  Merchants'  Exch.  of 

233;   McNulta  v.  Corn  Belt  Bank,  St.  Louis,  39  Mo.  App.  583;   "Wat- 

164  111.  427,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  203;  sen  v.  Woody  Printing  Co.,  56  Mo. 

Chicago  City  Ry.  Co.  v.  Allerton,  App.  145. 

18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  233.  s  Brown  v.  Bradford,  103  Iowa, 

ssturges   v.    Stetson    (1858),    1  378. 

Biss.  246.  '  Commonwealth   v.    Cullen,    13 

4  Bedford  R.  Co.  v.  Bowser,  48  Pa.  St.  1?3,  53  Am.  Dec.  450;  Eid- 

Pa.  St.  29,  37   (1864).  man  v.  Bowman,  58  111.  444,  11  Am. 

sTuckerman  v.  Brown,  33  N.  Y.  Rep.  90;   Venner  v.  Atchison,  To- 

297,  88  Am.  Dec.  386.  peka,  etc.  Co.,  28  Fed.  581. 

6  Chicago  City  Ry.  Co.  v.  Aller-  10  Marlborough     v.      Smith,      2 

ton,   18   Wall.    (U.    S.)    233;    Bal-  Conn.  579. 

liet  V.    Brown,   103   Pa.   St.   54'B;  "State  v.  Steele,  37  Minn.  428. 
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its  consolidation  with  another  corporation,^^  or  to  a  sale  or  lease 
of  the  entire  property,  except  to  pay  debts.^'  The  executive  board 
of  a  voluntary  association  can  not  convert  it  into  a  corporation 
unless  the  power  is  conferred  on  it  by  the  constitution  and  by- 
laws, or  by  an  express  resolution  of  the  association.^*  And  on 
the  other  hand  the  officers  of  a  corporation  of  Free  Masons,  com- 
posed of  several  integral  parts  or  lodges,  can  not  dissolve  the 
corporation  without  the  full  assent  of  the  great  body  of  the  so- 
ciety.^^  Directors  have  no  right  to  pay  the  expenses  of  a  suit, 
brought  for  a  libel  of  themselves  individually,  out  of  the  funds  of 
the  company.^^  Nor  can  the  directors  authorize  the  expenses  of 
sending  out  proxy-forms  with  starnps  for  their  return,  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  company .^^ 

§  733-  How  far  directors  may  delegate  their  powers. — Ac- 
cording to  a  general  rule  of  the  law  of  agency,  directors  can  not 
delegate  to  others  any  of  their  powers  which  require  the  exer- 
cise of  judgment  and  discretion.'^*  Thus,  the  making  of  calls  is 
a  matter  of  discretion  and,  therefore,  can  not  be  delegated  by 
them  to  the  treasurer.^'  So  the  directors  can  not  make  the  pres- 
ident and  treasurer  a  committee  to  order  sales  of  shares,  to  obtain 
unpaid  assessments  thereon.^"  For  the  same  reason  the  directors 
can  not  delegate  the  power  of  allotment  of  shalres  to  subscribers, 
to  two  of  their  number  and  the  manager,^'  nor  can  they  confer 
upon  the  manager  of  the  company  the  power  to  purchase  of  a 
stockholder  his  shares,"  nor  confer  upon  the  bank  president  or 
cashier  the  power  to  make  discounts  f^  nor  confer  upon  an  agent 
the  power  to  lease  the  company's  lands  upon  terms  he  may  deem 

i2Blatchford  v.  Ross,   54  Barb.  (1878),  12  R.  I.  164;  York,  etc.  R. 

(N.  Y.)  42.  Co.  V.  Ritchie  (1856),  40  Me.  425. 

13  Elyton  Land  Co.  v.  Dowdell,  is  Silver  Hook  Road  v.  Greene 
113  Ala.  177,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  105;  (1878),  12  R.  I.  164;  Rutland,  etc. 
People  v.  Ballard,  134  N.  Y.  269;  Co.  v.  Thrall,  35  Vt.  536;  Pike  v. 
Basun  v.  Buckeye,  etc.  Co.,  51  Bangor,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  68  Me.  45; 
Fed.  156.  Banet  v.  Alton,   etc.   Ry.   Co.,   13 

14  Rudolph    V.    Southern    Bene-  111.  504. 

ficial'League  (1889),  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  20  York,   etc.  R.   Co.   v.   Ritchie 

L.  J.  402,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  135.  (1856),  40  Me.  425. 

16  Smith    V.    Smith     (1813),    3  ^^In  re  Leeds  Banking  Co.,  36 

Desaus.  557.  L-  J-  Eg.  42  (1867). 

16  Studdert  v.  Grosvenor  (1886),  22  Ira  re  County  Palatine,  etc.  Co. 
33  Ch.  Div.  528.  (1874),  43  L.  J.  Bq.  588. 

17  Studdert  V.  Grosvenor  (1886),  23  Percy  v.  Millaudon,  8  Mart. 
33  Ch.  Div.  528.  (N.  S.  La.)  68,  3  La.  568. 

18  Silver  Hook  Road  v.  Greene 
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proper.^*  Nor  can  the  directors  delegate  the  power  to  declare 
dividends.-'  But  the  directors,  having  determined  upon  a  mort- 
gage, may  commit  to  some  other  officers  of  the  company  the  ex- 
ecution thereof.^"  And  they  may  delegate  the  powers  of  the 
board,  in  ordinary  business  affairs,  to  a  committee  of  the  board, 
which  committee  may  even  pledge  or  mortgage  property. ^^  But 
the  principle,  to  the  extent  it  applies  to  a  natural  person,  does 
not  apply  to  officers  and  agents  of  a  corporation.  By  necessity 
of  attention  to  numerous  details,  and  by  custom,  they  have  implied 
authority  to  appoint  committees  and  subordinate  agents,  and  to 
delegate  authority  to  them  f^  although  the  highest  judgment  and 
discretion  may  be  involved  in  the  exercise  of  such  delegated  au- 
thority.^" "The  directors  have  the  power,  without  statutory 
authority,  to  delegate  to  agents,  or  executive  committees,  the 
power  to  transact,  not  only  ordinary  and  routine  business,  but 
business  requiring  the  highest  degree  of  judgment  and  discretion. 
Thus,  authority  to  manage  the  business  of  railroad  corporations, 
insurance  companies,  banking  institutions  and  other  corporations, 
having  large  and  complicated  business  interests,  is  usually  dele- 
gated by  the  directors  to  agents,  often,  but  not  neceessarily,  offi- 
cers of  the  corporation.  These  agents,  or  managing  officers,  have 
incidental  powers  to  employ  all  assistants,  and  to  do  all  acts  neces- 
sary to  properly  conduct  the  business  over  which  they  are  given 
charge.  Formal  action  of  the  board  of  directors,  is  not  necessary 
in  order  to  confer  the  authority.  The  power  expressly  given  by 
statute  to  the  board  of  directors  to  appoint  such  subordinate  of- 
ficers and  agents  as  the  business  of  the  corporation  iriay  require, 
does  not  limit  or  diminish  their  common  law  powers  to  delegate 
authority.  The  directors  represent  the  impersonal  corporation 
completely,  in  the  business  it  is  authorized  to  transact,  and  have 
the  power  to  do,  or  cause  to  be  done,  whatever  they,  as  individuals, 
could  do  if  the  business  were  their  own.  They  act  as  the  corpora- 
tion itself,  as  well  as  under  a  delegated  authority  from  it."^"    But 

2i  Gillls  V.  Bailey,  91  N.  H.  149.  N.  J.  205;  Burrill  t.  Nahant  Bank 

25Gratz    v.    Redd,    4    B.    Mon.  (1840),  2  Mete.  163. 

(Ky.)  186.  28  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 

26  Saltmarsh   v.    Spaulding,    147  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  2  C.  C.  A.  174,  10  U.  S. 

Mass.  224  (1888) ;  Burrill  v.  Bank,  App.  98,  163  U.  S.  564,  51  Fed.  309. 

2  Mete.  166,  35  Am.  Dec.  395;  Potts  29  Burden  v.  Burden,  9  App.  Dlv. 

V.  Wallace,  146  U.   S.   689;   Arms  160,  159  N.  Y.  297. 

V.  Conant.  36  Vt.  744.  so  Jones  v.  "Williams,  139  Mo.  1, 

21'Hoyt  V.  Thompson  (1859),  19  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  436. 

Vol.  II  —  69 
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such  power  to  delegate  is  limited  to  the  necessities  of  the  cor- 
porate management.  Without  express  authority,  the  directors 
can  not  delegate  to  others  full  corporate  control,^^  nor  can  they 
delegate  the  exercise  of  their  own  prescribed  discretionary  powers, 
to  subordinate  officers  or  agents. ^^  Any  officer  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  whom  has  been  intrusted  the  general  control  and  man- 
agement of  the  corporate  business,  has  implied  power  under  his 
general  authority,  to  appoint  subordinate  officers  and  agents  to 
act  under  his  control,  although  in  their  action  they  must  exercise 
discretion  and  judgment;  but  such  general  manager  may  not  so 
■delegate  any  special  authority  conferred  upon  him ;  as,  for  ex- 
ample, to  authorize  a  subordinate  to  execute  negotiable  paper.^^ 

§  734.  Stockholders'  control  of  directors. — If  the  charter 
vests  the  full  government  of  the  corporation  in  the  board  of 
directors,  their  control  and  exercise  of  judgment  is  exclusive  of 
stockholders  or  members.^*  But,  unless  given  such  control  as 
against  stockholders,  their  authorized  acts  govern,  and,  contrary 
to  their  protest,  the  directors  may  not  act.'*^  While  it  is  true, 
that  the  power  which  ultimately  controls  the  corporation,  is  its 
stockholders,  since  they  may,  at  proper  times,  change  the  board 
of  managing  officers,  and  may  also  have  recourse  to  courts  of 
equity  for  proper  redress  should  occasion  demand,'*  yet  powers 
expressly  conferred  upon  the  directors,  are  exclusive  of  any  action 
by  the  members. '''     When  a  charter  invests  a  board  with  the  power 

3iTempel  v.  Dodge,  89  Tex.  68;  Ala.   613;    Sims  v.   Street  R.   Co. 

Flagstaff,    etc.    Co.    v.    Patrick,    2  (1882),    37    Ohio    St.    556,    where 

Utah,  304.  the  court  said:   "If,  however,  the 

32  Bliss  V.  Kaweah,  etc.  Co.,  65  directors  who  are  presumed  to 
Cal.  502,  4  Pac.  507.  represent  the  will  of  a  majority, 

33  Jones  V.  Williams,  139  Mo.  1,  act  within  the  scope  of  their 
61  Am.  St.  Rep.  436;  Emerson  v.  powers,  their  will  must  govern  in 
Providence  Manuf.  Co.,  12  Mass.  the  absence  of  fraud  or  breach  of 
237,  7  Am.  Dec.  66.  trust;"  and  cited  Dodge  v.  Wool- 

34McCulloch   v.   Moss,   5   Denio  sey,  18  How.  342;  Ware  v.  Grand 

(N.   Y.),  567;    Hunt  v.   American  Junction  Co.,  2   Russ.   &  M.  470; 

Grocery  Co.,  80  Fed.  70.  Gifford  v.  New  Jersey  R.  Co.,  10 

35  Smith   V.    Wells    Manuf.    Co.,  N.  J.  Bq.  171;  Stevens  v.  Rutland, 

148  Ind.  333;   Cass  v.  Manchester  etc.  R.  Co.,  29  Vt.  E45;   Bissell  v. 

Iron  &  Steel  Co.,  9  Fed.  640.  Michigan  S.  &  J.  R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y. 

38  "Directors    of    Corporations,"  258;    Kean   v.    Johnson,    1    Stock, 

by  Joseph  A.  Joyce,  19  Cent.  L.  J.  Ch.  401.     In  Conro  v.  Port  Henry 

305;   Cass  v.  Manchester,  etc.  Co.  Iron  Co.,  12  Barb.  27,  the  direct- 

(Pa.  1881),  13  The  Reporter,  167;  ors   having  authority   to  make   a 

Morse  on  Banks  &  Banking,  90.  lease,  one  made  by  the  stockhold- 

37  Moses  V.  Tompkins  (1887),  84  ers  was  held  to  be  void.     Metro- 
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to  manage  the  concerns  of  a  corporation,  the  power  is  exclusive 
in  its  character.  The  corporators  have  no  right  to  interfere  with 
it,  and  the  courts  will  not,  even  on  a  petition  of  a  majority,  compel 
the  board  to  do  an  act  contrary  to  its  judgment.'^  Within  the 
sphere  of  their  duties,  the  right  of  the  directors  to  act  is  exclu- 
sive, but  nevertheless  all  corporate  powers  do  not  reside  in  the 
"board  of  directors.^*  Generally,  so  long  as  honesty  and  good 
faith  concur,  the  expediency  of  a  contract  made  by  the  directors 
■of  a  corporation  in  its  behalf,  is  for  their  determination,  and  their 
decision  concludes  the  corporation.^"  The  statute  has  altered  the 
rule  in  England,  however,  so  that  the  powers  delegated  to  the 
directors,  are  subject  to  the  control  and  regfulation  of  any  general 
meeting  especially  convened  for  that  purpose,  but  not  to  such 
an  extent  as  to  render  invalid  any  act  done  by  the  directors,  prior 
to  any  resolution  passed  by  such  a  general  meeting.*^ 


DE   FACTO   DIRECTORS    AND   OFFICERS. 

§  735. — Directors  de  facto. — To  constitute  directors  de  fcu:to, 
there  must  be  a  color  of  election,  or  an  exercise  of  the  functions 
of  office  under  such  circumstances  and  for  such  a  length  of  time, 
without  interference,  as  to  justify  the  presumption  of  a  legal 
election.*^     To  be  a  de  facto  officer,  he  must  be  openly  in  actual 

polltian  Elevated  R.  Co.  v.  Man-  Works  (1885),  40  N.  J.  Eq.  114. 
lattan  Elevated  R.  Co.  (1884),  11  In  this  case,  however,  the  dlreot- 
Daly,  482,  distinguishing  In  re  ors  were  managing  the  property- 
Excelsior  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (1862),  16  of  the  company  under  an  agree- 
Abb.  Pr.  8,  14;  Elwell  v.  Dodge,  33  ment  with  creditors,  in  regard  to 
Barb.  336,  339;  Robertson  v.  Bui-  the  disposition  of  net  profits,  and 
lions,  11  N.  Y.  243,  250;  In  re  St.  their  discretion  was  limited  by 
Ann's  Church,  23  How.  Pr.  285;  that  agreement. 
Dana  v.  Bank  of  the  United  *i  8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  90. 
States,  5  Watts  &  S.  223,  246.  *2  Hudson    v.    Parker    Machine 

38  McCuUough  V.  Moss,  5  Denio,  Co.,    173    Mass.    242;     Anglo-Cal. 

567,  575.     In  Railway  Co.  v.  All-  Bank   v.    Mahoney,    5    Sawy.    255, 

ing,  99  U.   S.   463,  and  Elkins  v.  104    IT.    S.    192;    Merchants'    Nat. 

Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  Bank    v.    Citizens,'    etc.    Co.,    159 

241,   persons  obtaining   majorities  Mass.   505,   38  Am.   St.  Rep.   453; 

of  stock  were  not  enabled  imme-  Beach  on  Railways,  §  498,  citing 

diately  to  carry  out  their  wishes  Cary    v.    State,    76    Ala.    78,    and 

against  the  board  of  directors.  Moses    v.    Tompkins     (1888),    84 

•■io  Metropolitan  Elevated  R.  Co.  Ala.  613,  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  268, 

T.  Manhattan  Elevated  R.  Co.,  11  holding  that  the  mere  exercise  of 

Daly,  475.  the   functions   of   office   is  not   in 

40  Park     V.     Grant     Locomotive  itself  sufficient,  and  saying  that  it 
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exercise  of  the  duties  of  the  office,  claiming  it  under  election  or 
appointment.*'  In  such  case  he  is  de  facto  an  officer,  regardless 
of  any  irregularity  'of  election,**  or  disqualification  under  the  by- 
laws,*^ and  though  holding  over  after  expiration  of  his  term.** 
The  decision  of  a  court  declaring  the  election  of  the  directors  void, 
and  ousting  them  from  office,  does  not  invalidate  any  of  their 
acts  while  in  office ;  as,  in  making  assessments  or  calls  ;*''  or  ap- 
pointment to  office;*^  such  an  act  by  de  facto  board  of  directors 
has  all  the  force  of  similar  acts  by  a  de  jure  board.  A  board  of 
directors,  claiming  an  election  at  a  meeting  at  which  a  quorum 
for  the  transaction  of  business  was  not  present,  can  not,  as  against ' 
another  board  holding  over  from  a  previous  election,  about  which 
no  question  is  raised,  be  regarded  as  officers  de  facto.  That  doc- 
trine has  no  application  where  other  individuals  are  claiming  to 
hold  the  title  to  the  office,  and  the  right  to  act  therein.*'  The 
legality  of  their  acts  rests  upon  the  law  of  estoppel.^"  De  factc^ 
directors  or  other  officers  are  estopped  to  deny  that  they  were  not 
de  jure  officers,  and  their  acts  are  binding  upon  them  as  to  their 
liability  to  the  corporation  and  its  creditors.^^  But  a  de  facto 
■  director,  as  such,  cannot  enforce  any  claim  against  the  corpora- 
tion, as  for  salary,  or  upon  a  contract  executed  by  himself  as  such 
officer.'^  The  public  to  whom  they  have  been  held  out  by  the 
corporation  as  its  duly  authorized  agents,  having  no  notice  of  the 
flaw  in  their,  title,  may  safely  deal  with  them,  until  judgment  of 
ouster  has  been  rendered  and  made  a  matter  of  record.  So  that, 
where  certain  directors  met  and  executed  a  note  for  the  company, 
just  after  a  decision  removing  them  from  office  had  been  ren- 

mlght   well   be    doubted    whether  (N.  Y.)  23,  16  Am.  Dec.  429;  Mil- 
allegations  of  only  two  official  acts  liken  v.  Steiner,  56  Ga.  251. 
would  suffice  to  make  out  a  prima  *■?  San     Joaquin,     etc.     Co.     V. 
facie  case  of  de  facto  tenure.  Beecher,  101  Cal.  70. 

*3  Waterman  v.  Chicago,  etc.  R.  *s  state  v.  Harris,  3  Ark.  570,  36 

Co.,  139  111.  658,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  Am.  Dec.  460. 

228.  *»  Ellsworth  Woolen  Manuf.  Co. 

44  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Citi-  V.  Faunce   (1887),  10  N.  E.  Rep. 
zens'    Gas    Light    Co.,    159    Mass.  250. 

505,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  453;  State  v.  «o  Moses  V.  Tompkins  (1888),  84 

Kupferle,  44  Mo.  154,  100  Am.  Dec.  Ala.  613. 

265;   Ohio,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  McPher-  oi  Hall   v.  Westchester  Co.,   180 

son,  35  Mo.  13,  86  Am.  Dec.  128.  Pa.  St.  561;  McDowall  v.  Sheehan, 

45  Despatch,  etc.  v.  Bellamy  Mfg.  129  N.  Y.  200;  Stetson  v.  Northern 
Co.,  12  N.  H.  205,  37  Am.  Dec.  203.  ^  Inv.  Co.,  104  Iowa,  393. 

46  Trustees,  etc.  v.  Hill,  6  Cow.  =2  Lebanon,    etc.   Co.    v.   Adair, 

85  Ind.  344. 
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dered,  but.  before  the  judgment  had  been  filed  and  recorded,  the 
-corporation  was  held  to  be  bound  by  their  act.°^  But  the  corpor- 
ation is  not  concluded  by  their  acts,  where  the  person  dealing 
-with  them,  had  reason  to  know  that  they  were  acting  without 
-authority.^*  The  law  as  to  the  acts  of  directors  de  facto,  has  been 
reduced  to  statutory  form  in  England  by  the  Companies  Clauses 
Act  of  1845.^^ 

The  rule  of  estoppel,  from  which  the  acts  of  directors  de  factn 
•derive  validity,  operates  as  well  against  third  persons  dealing  with 
them  as  against  the  corporation ;  accordingly,  they  may  not  evade 
the  obligation  of  contracts  which  they  have  made  with  directors 
■de  facto,  by  pleading  the  flaw  in  their  title."'  But  in  an  action  be- 
tween a  member  and  the  corporation,  the  former  is  not  regarded 
as  a  third  party,  and  is  not  estopped  from  denying  the  right  of 
the  acting  directors  to  represent  the  corporation  in  the  matter  in 
controversy."^  Thus,  persons  acting  as  directors  of  a  street-rail- 
way company,  alleged  not  to  have  been  legally  elected,  will  be  en- 
joined from  selling  complainants'  stock  for  non-payment  of 
assessments  and  calls  thereon,  and  from  making  other  calls,  and 
the  validity  of  their  election  will  be  ,examined  into,  as  collateral  to 
the  relief  sought,  though  an  original  bill  to  test  such  election 
would  not  be  sustained."' 

53  Mahoney  Mining  Co.  v.  Anglo-  daily  as  the  person  in  whose  favor 

■Califomian  Bank  (1881),  104  U.  S.  it  was  drawn  was  not  misled. 

192.  ■*=  All  acts  done  by  any  meeting 

Si  In    Orr   Water    Ditch    Co.   v.  of  the  directors,  or  of  a  committee 

Reno  Water  Co.    (1883),  17  Nev.  of  directors,  or  by  any  person  act- 

166,    the   trustees    and   stockhold-  ing  as  a  director,  shall,  notwith- 

•ers   of  a  ^corporation  sold  to  one  standing  it  may  be  afterwards  dis- 

subscriber  the  entire  stock  of  tbe  covered  that  there  was  some  defect 

corporation,  and  delivered  to  him  in  the  appointment  of  any  such" 

all  of  the  property  of  the  corpo-  directors    or    persons    acting    as 

ration.    He  remained  in  possesion  aforesaid,  or  that  they  or  any  of 

«f  it  for  three  years,  openly  using  them  were  or  was  disqualified,  be 

and  managing   it,   and  then  sold  as  valid  as  if  every  such  person 

out  to  others.    The  trustees  closed  had  been  duly  appointed  and  was 

up   their  accounts  after  the  sale  qualified  to  be  a  director.     8  Vic. 

and  did  no  further  act  as  trustees  ch.  16,  §  99. 

until  three  years  afterwards  when  ee  Moses  v.  Tompkins  (1888),  84 

the  majority  of  them  met  and  al-  Ala.  613. 

Jowed    an    account    and    drew    a  67  Moses  v.  Tompkins  (1888),  84 

check;    and  it  was  held  that  the  Ala.  613;   Thorington  v.  Gold,   59 

trustees  were  not  then  such  either  Ala.  461;  People's  Mutual  Ins.  Co. 

4e  jure  or  de  facto,  and  that  the  v.  Westcott,  14  Gray,  440. 

corporation  could  not  be  held  lia-  bs  Moses  v.  Tompkins  (1888),  84 

Jjle  by  reason  of  the  check,  espe-  Ala.  613.   The  bill  In  this  case  also 
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§  736.  Officers  de  facto  distinguished  from  officers  de 
jure. — "To  constitute  an  ofificer  de  facto  there  must  be  a  color 
of  election  or  appointment,  or  an  exercise  of  the  functions  of  the 
ofiEce  under  such  circumstances  and  for'  such  length  of  time, 
without  interference,  as  to  justify  the  presumption  of  a  due  elec- 
tion or  appointment.  The  mere  exercise  of  the  functions  of  the 
office,  is  in  itself  insufficient."^"  An  officer  de  jure  is  such  when 
he  is  either  in  office,  or  is  ousted  from  it,  though  entitled  to  it,, 
or  has  not  yet  taken  possession  of  it.  A  de  facto  officer  is  one 
who  is  permitted  to  assume  the  office  and  its  powers  and  duties, 
though  not  legally  entitled  thereto;  for  example,  an  officer  illegally 
elected  or  ineligible  though  elected,  or,  elected  under  an  unconsti- 
tutional law,  or  one  not  elected  at  all.  An  officer  "holding  over"" 
until  re-election,  is  de  facto  as  also  de  jure.  A  de  jure  director, 
having  sold  all  his  stock,  is  therefore  a  de  facto  director  while 
permitted  to  act.""  It  is  the  rule  that  the  acts  and  contracts  of  a 
de  facto  officer,  acting  within  the  proper  sphere  of  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  office,  are  binding  upon  the  corporation."^  His- 
right  to  act  can  not  be  questioned  by  those  who  have  acquiesced 
therein."^  An  officer  de  facto  is  one  who  has  the  reputation  of 
being,  and  yet  is  not,  an  officer  in  point  of  law."^  To  be  a  de  facta 
dfficer,  one  must  be  in  possession  of  the  office,  and  in  the  exercise 
of  its  duties,  under  color  and  claim  of  election  or  appointment, 

sought  to  enjoin  the  extension  of  would  be  doing  collaterally  what 
the   railway,   and   to  prevent  the  may  be  done  only  by  direct  pro- 
directors  from  using  the  effects  of  ceedings  under  a  writ  of  quo  war- 
of   the   corporation   for  that  pur-  ranto.     See  also  Taylor  on  Corpo- 
pose;   alleging  that  such  act  was  rations,  §  809. 
unauthorized,  and  contrary  to  the  «!> Moses  v.  Tompkins  (1888),  84 
wishes  of  a  majority  of  the  stock-  Ala.  613,  4  South.  763. 
holders,  but  not  that  it  was  ultra  eo  Beardsley  v.  Johnson   (1890)  „ 
vires  or  a  breach  of  trust.    It  was  121  N.  Y.  224. 
held   that  the  injunction  will  be  «i  Mechanics',  etc.  Bank  v.  Bur- 
dissolved    so    far   as    it   restrains  nett,  etc.  Co.  (1880),  32  N.  J.  Eq. 
the  use  of  the  corporate  property  236. 

in    extending    the    road.      Stone,  62  Wallace  v.  Walsh  (1890),  125 

C.  J.,  dissenting.    Cf.  Atlantic,  etc.  N.  Y.  26;  Grovel,  etc.  Co.  v.  Parm- 

R.   Co.  V.  Johnson,   70  N.  C.   348,  ers',  etc. -Co.  (1901),  25  Wash.  344; 

where    in    an    action    in   trespass  Richards    v.    Farmers',    etc.    Inst, 

brought  by  a  board  of  de  facto  di-  (1893),  154  Pa.  St.  449;  Savage  v. 

rectors     against     another     board  Miller    (1898),   56  N.  J.  Eq.   432; 

claiming  to  be  directors  de  jure,  Silsby  v.  Strong   (1900),  38  Oreg. 

the  latter  were  not  allowed  to  de-  36,  62  Pac.  633. 

fend   by   impeaching   the   title   of  63  Lord  Bllenborough  in  King  v. 

the  former,   as  this,   it  was  said,  Bedford  Level,  6  Bast,  368. 


Y36.]. 
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however  irregular  it  may  have  been.'*  Though  the  charter,  or 
act  of  incorporation,  prescribe  the  mode  in  which  the  officers  of 
a  corporation  aggregate  shall  be  elected,  and  an  election  contrary 
to  it  would  unquestionably  be  voidable,  yet  if  the  officer  has  come 
in  under  color  of  right  and  not  in  open  contempt  of  all  right  what- 
ever, he  is  an  officer  de  facto, — within  his  sphere,  an  agent  of  the 
corporation, — and  his  acts  and  contracts  will  be  binding  upon  it.^' 
This  is  upon  grounds  of  estoppel  and  of  public  policy."'  Even  in 
the  case  of  a  person  in  office  without  so  much  as  the  form  of  an 
election,  if  the  corporation  hold  him  out  to  the  world  as  its  officer, 
his  acts  would  be  binding  upon  it,  upon  the  ground  of  estoppel."^ 
But  the  rule  respecting  officers  de  facto  is  to  be  applied  with 
caution,  and  not  to  be  extended  to  persons  clearly  usurping  office 
and  holding  over  after  the  lawful  election  of  their  successors.*' 
A  de  facto  officer  can  not  escape  liability  to  the  corporation,  or 


S'i  Anglo-Callfornian  Bank  v.  Ma- 
honey,  etc.  Co.,  5  Sawy.  255,  104 
U.  S.  190;  State  v.  Kupferle,  44 
Mo.  154,  100  Am.  Dec.  265. 

65  Wheelwright  v.  St.  Louis,  etc. 
Co.,  56  Fed.  164;  Merchants',  etc. 
Bank  v.  Citizens',  etc.  Co.,  159 
Mass.  505,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  453; 
Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations, 
§  286;  St.  Luke's  Church  v. 
Mathews,  4  Des.  578,  586;  Vernon 
Society  v.  Hills,  6  Cowen,  23;  All 
Saints  Church  v.  Lovett,  1  Hall. 
191;  Lovett  v.  German  Reform 
Church,  12  Barb.  67;  Riddle  v. 
Bedford,  7  Serg.  &  R.  392;  York 
County  V.  Small,  9  Watts  &  S.  320; 
Kingsbury  v.  Ledyard,  2  Watts  &  S. 
41.  In  Moses  v.  Tompkins  (1888), 
84  Ala.  613,  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
268,  270,  it  was  held  that  to  consti- 
tute an  officer  de  facto  there  must 
be  a  color  of  election  or  appoint- 
ment, or  an  exercise  of  the  func- 
tions of  the  office  under  such  cir- 
cumstances and  for  such  a  length 
of  time,  without  interference,  as  to 
justify  the  presumption  of  a  due 
election  or  appointment.  See  also 
McGargell  v.  Hazleton  Coal  Co.,  4 
Watts  &  S.  425;  Despatch  Line  v. 
Bellamy  Manuf.  Co.,  12  N.  H.  205; 
Smith  V.  Erb,  4  Gill,  437;  Burr  v. 
McDonald,  3  Gratt.  215. 


66  Moses  V.  Tompkins  (1888),  84 
Ala.  613,  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  268, 
where  the  doctrine  of  the  validity 
of  the  acts  of  de  facto  officers  was 
declared  to  rest  upon  public  policy 
and  general  principles  of  justice. 
Their  dealings  with  third  persons, 
it  was  there  said,  are  sustained  as 
rightful  and  valid  on  the  ground 
of  continuous  acquiescence  by  the 
corporation  in  suffering  them  to 
hold  themselves  out  as  possessing 
authority  to  act  for  it  and  thereby 
inducing  others  to  deal  with  them 
in  the  capacity  of  corporate  offi- 
cials. 

6T  United  States  Bank  v.  Dan- 
dridge,  12  Wheat.  70;  Union  Bank 
v.  Ridgely,  1  Harr.  &  G.  421;  Wild 
V.  Passamaquoddy  Bank,  3  Mason, 
505;  Barrington  v.  Washington 
Bank,  14  Serg.  &  R.  405;  Minor  v. 
Mechanics'  Bank,  1  Pet.  46;  CahiU 
V.  Kalamazoo  Ins.  Co.,  2  Doug. 
(Mich.)  124;  State  v.  Harris,  3 
Ark.  570,  36  Am.  Dec.  460. 

68  Lebanon  &  Royalton  Gravel 
Road  Co.  V.  Adair  (1882),  85  Ind. 
44,  where  under  the  Indiana  stat- 
ute governing  gravel  road  corpo- 
rations authorizing  the  loan  of 
money  to  such  a  corporation  by  an 
officer  thereof,  and  the  giving  of  a 
promissory  note  therefor,  it  was 
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to  its  creditors,  for  his  acts  as  officer.''  Nor  can  he  enforce  at 
law  any  rights  he  may  have  against  the  corporation,  based  upon 
his  position  as  such  de  facto  officer.'" 

F. 

FIDUCIARY  RELATIONS  OF  DIRECTORS. 

§  737-  Of  relations  toward  the  corporation. — The  directors, 
officers  and  agents  of  a  corporation,  are  held  to  the  general  rule 
of  law,  resting  "upon  our  great  moral  obligation  to  refrain  from 
placing  ourselves  in  relations  which  ordinarily  excite  a  conflict 
between  self-interest  and  integrity."'^  The  directors  and  officers 
are  but  agents  of  the  company,  and  while  acting  in  that  capacity 
for  it,  can  not  deal  with  themselves  to  the  detriment  of  the  cor- 
poration. All  contracts  of  that  character  are  voidable  at  the 
option  of  the  corporation.'^  Thus,  an  officer  of  an  association, 
who  knows  that  it  is  insolvent,  can  not  discharge  his  indebtedness 
to  it  with  stock  held  by  him.'^  As  a  general  rule,  directors  and 
officers  can  not  buy  up  claims  against  it  at  a  discount,  and  then 
prove  them  at  their  face  value  on  the  winding-up  of  the  company.'* 
And  the  vice  president  of  a  company  who  is  its  treasurer  also,  and 
at  the  same  time  its  managing  and  controlling  officer,  will  not  be 
permitted  to  use  the  corporation's  funds  to  purchase  claims 
against  it  at  a  large  discount  and  prove  them  for  their  face  value 
on  foreclosure  of  the  corporate  property,  without  accounting  to 
the  creditors  and  stockholders  for  all  profits  thus  realized.'^     Even 

held  that  such  a  note  given  to  its  73  Quein  v.  Smith  (1885),  108 
president  de  facto  only,  and  signed  Pa.  St.  325.  Although  it  is  held 
by  him  and  by  others  who  were  that  after  an  assignment  by  a 
only  officers  Ae  facto,  holding  over  corporation  for  the  benefit  of  its 
after  the  lawful  election  of  others,  creditors,  and  the  sale  of  its  en- 
was  unauthorized  and  invalid.  tire  assets,  one  who  was  its  treas- 

69  Hall  V.  Westchester,  etc.  Co.,  urer  and  a  director  may  purchase 

180  Pa.  St.  561.  debts   owing   by   the   corporation, 

'0 'Waterman     v.    Chicago,    etc.  and  having  done  so,  is  entitled  to 

Co.,  139  111.  658,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  participate  in  the  distribution  of 

228;    Shellenberger   v.    Patterson,  the   fund.     Appeal    of   Hammond 

168  Pa.  St.  30.      .  (1879),  123  Pa.  St.  503; 

71  Michoud  V.  Girod,  4  How.  555.  '*  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  633; 

72  Meeker  v.  Winthrop  Iron  Co.  Lingle  v.  National  Ins.  Co.,  45 
(1882),  17  Fed.  Rep.  48.  Aoc.  Sel-  Mo.  109;  Thomas  v.  Sweet,  37  Kan. 
lers  V.  Phoenix  Iron  Co.,  13  Fed.  183;  Ex  parte  Larkin,  4  Ch.  Div. 
Rep.    20;     McAllen    v.    Woodcock  566. 

(1875),   60  Mo.   174;    Brewster  v.  76  Thomas  v.   Sweet    (1887),   37 

Stratman   (1877),  4  Mo.  App.  41;      Kan.   183. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Reed    (1877), 
36  Mich.  263. 
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the  holders  of  a  majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation,  by 
their  votes  in  a  stockholders'  meeting,  can  not  lawfully  authorize 
its  officers  to  lease  its  property  to  themselves,  or  to  another  cor- 
poration formed  for  the  purpose,  and  exclusively  owned  by  them, 
unless  the  lease  be  made  in  good  faith,  supported  by  an  adequate 
consideration;  and  in  a  suit  properly  prosecuted,  to  set  aside  a 
contract  of  that  character,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  parties 
claiming  thereunder.  All  doubts  will  be  solved  in  favor  of  the 
corporation  for  whom  the  stockholders  assumed  to  act.'"  Con- 
tracts between  the  president  and  a  corporation,  by  which  the 
former  agrees,  for  a  commission,  to  effect  and  become  liable  for 
a  loan  to  the  company,  while  looked  upon  with  suspicion  and 
disfavor  by  the  court,  may  be  enforced,  if  shown  to  have  been 
for  the  benefit  of  the  corporation.'''  And  one  agent  may  validly 
act  in  a  transaction  for  two  adversely  interested  corporations,  if 
there  be  no  improper  concealment  of  his  double  agency.'^'  A 
director  may  even  enforce  a  claim  against  his  company,  which  he 


T6  Meeker  v.  Wlnthrop  Iron  Co. 
(1882),  17  Fed,  Rep.  48. 

77  Trust  Co.  V.  Weed,  14  PMla. 
422.  In  Hancock  v.  Holbrook 
(1888),  40  La.  Ann.  53,  a  news- 
paper corporation  bought  prop- 
erty, giving  its  bond  in  payment, 
with  a  surety.  Being  unable  to 
pay  the  bond,  it  transferred  the 
property  to  the  surety  who  had 
paid  it,  by  a  vote  of  the  majority 
of  the  stockholders  at  a  regularly 
called  meeting.  The  surety  sold 
to  the  president  of  the  late  corpo- 
ration, taking  his  notes  therefor. 
And  it  was  decided,  in  an  action 
by  a  stockholder  against  the  presi- 
dent, to  set  aside  the  conveyance 
to  him,  that  the  transaction  lacked 
the  elements  of  fraud  and  only 
accomplished  justice.  '  In  Baker 
v.  Harpster  (1889),  42  Kan.  511, 
the  officers  of  an  incorporated 
company  entered  into  a  written 
contract  with  its  president,  by  the 
terms  of  which  the  president  was 
to  advance,  from  time  to  time, 
sums  of  money  to  carry  on  the 
business  of  the  company,  and  was 
to  have  as  security  for  said  ad- 
vances a  first  lien  upon  all  of  the 


property  of  the  company.  Under 
this  agreement  large  sums  of 
money  were  advanced  by  him  for 
its  use,  and  afterwards  said  com- 
pany was  reorganized,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  business 
of  the  new  corporation  was  to  be 
a  dontinuation  of  the  old,  the  new 
company  receiving  all  the  assets 
and  assuming  all  the  liabilities  of 
the  old.  Tlie  secretary  of  the  new 
company  indorsed  upon  said  writ- 
ten contract  a  continuation  there- 
of, and  thereafter  under  such  ar- 
rangement large  sums  of  money 
were  advanced  to  the  company, 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  all 
the  officers  and  directors  of  such 
company.  Held,  that  the  officers 
of  said  company  had  power  to  ex- 
ecute notes  and  mortgages  to  se- 
cure the  same  upon  all  the  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation  for  the 
amount  due  for  such  advances. 

78  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  642 ; 
Bradley  v.  Richardson  (1851),  23- 
Vt.  720;  Adams  Mining  Co.  v. 
Senter  1872),  26  Mich.  73;  Taylor 
on  Corporations,  §  642.  But  see 
San  Diego  v.  San  Diego,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1872),  44  Cal.  106. 
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has  purchased  from  another,  provided  he  seek  to  derive  no  secret 
profit." 

§  737a.     Of  relations  toward  the  stockholders. — It  is  by  no 

means  a  well  settled  point,  what  is  the  precise  relation  which 
directors  sustain  to  stockholders.  They  are  said  by  many  author- 
ities to  be  undoubtedly  trustees,  but  this  is  to  be  taken  only  in  a 
general  sense,  as  the  term  is  applied  to  any  agent  or  bailee  in- 
trusted with  the  care  and  management  of  the  property  of  another. 
It  is  certain  that  they  are  not  technical  trustees.  They  can  only 
be  regarded  as  mandataries,  persons  who  have  gratuitously  under- 
taken to  perform  certain  duties.*"  Though  the  relation  between 
the  directors  and  other  officers,  and  the  corporation,  is  that  of 
principal  and  agent, — as  agents  entrusted  with  the  management 
of  the  corporation  for  the  benefit  collectively  of  the  stockholders,, 
the  relation  is  fiduciary  or  quasi  trust. *^  A  director's  relations, 
are  so  far  fiduciary  with  a  stockholder  to  whom  he  is  selling  shares, 
that  he  is  bound  to  reveal  to  the  stockholder  all  material  facts  to- 
him  known  affecting  the  value  of  the  stock,  and"  which  are  un- 
known to  the  stockholder.^^  Where  a  director  purchases  the 
shares  of  a  stockholder,  concealing  the  fact  of  an  impending  sale 
of  the  whole  plant,  which  nearly  doubles  the  value  of  the  stock,, 
the  transfer  of  shares  may  be  set  aside.*'  A  director,  knowing 
the  condition  of  the  corporate  affairs,  before  purchasing  the 
shares  of  a  stockholder  not  actively  engaged  in  the  management, 
must  inform  him  of  the  true  conditions  of  the  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration.** But  whether  a  director  of  a  corporation  is  to  be 
called  a  trustee  or  not,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  his  character  is  fiduciary,  being  intrusted  by 
others  with  powers,  which  are  to  be  exercised  for  the  common 
and  general  interests  of  the  corporation.*''  And  it  is  well  settled 
that  directors  and  managers  of  corporation  and  other  companies, 
are  equally  within  the  rule  which  guards  and  restrains  the  deal- 

79  Smith  V.  Lansing,  22  N.  Y.  62  N.  H.  537,  13  Am.  St  Rep.  590; 
520;  Pacific  R.  v.  Ketchum,  101  Hoyle  v.  Plattsburgh,  etc.  Co.,  54  N> 
TJ.    S.   289;    Kitchen  v.    St.   Louis,      Y.  314,  13  Am.  Rep.  595. 

etc.  Ry.  Co.,  69  Mo.  224;   Merriclc  82  Oliver   v.   Oliver    (Ga.    1903), 

V.    Peru    Coal    Co.,    61    111.    472;  45  S.  B.  232. 

Seeley   v.    San   Jose   Mill   Co.,    59  ss  Oliver   v.    Oliver    (Ga.   1903), 

Cal.  22;   Sullivan  v.  Trinufo  Min-  45  S.  E.  232. 

ing  Co.,  39  Cal.  459.  s*  Stewart     v.      Harris      (Kan. 

80  Sharswood,    J.,    in    Spering's  1904),  77  Pac.  277. 

Appeal,  78  Pa.  St.  11.  ss  Hoyle   v.    Plattsburg,    etc.   R. 

SI  Pearson  v.  Concord  R.  Corp.,      Co.,  54  N.  Y.  314.    Appleton,  C.  J., 
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ings  and  transactions  between  trustee  and  beneficiary,  and 
agent  and  his  principal ;  directors  or  managers  being  in  fact  trus- 
tees and  agents  of  the  bodies  represented  by  thera.*^  A  director 
whose  personal  interests  are  adverse  to  those  of  the  corporation, 
has  no  right  to  act  as  a  director.  As  soon  as  he  finds  that  he  has 
personal  interests  which  are  in  conflict  with" those  of  the  company,, 
he  ought  to  resign."  Directors  of  a  railroad  company  can  not 
acquire  such  an  interest  in  the  profits  of  a  contract  for  the  con 
struction  of  the  road,  as  would  give  them  a  standing  in  a  court 
of  equity  to  interpose  an  objection  to  the  consummation  of  a 
compromise  between  the  railroad  company  and  its  contractor.**- 
§  738.  Of  relations  toward  creditors. — The  directors  can  not 
divert  the  corporate  property  from  the  general  purpose  of  paying" 
the  creditors.  A  violation  of  this  duty  will  entitle  the  creditors^ 
who  suffer  thereby  to  relief.*"  When  a  sale  of  corporate  property,, 
charged  to  be  a  diversion  thereof,  from  the  payment  of  corporate- 
debts,  is  a  sale  of  such  property  to  one  of  the  directors  taking 
part  in  the  transaction  as  buyer  and  seller,  it  devolves  on  the 
directors  to  establish  both  the  good  faith  of  the  transaction,  and 
that  the  sale  produced  the  full  value  of  the  property.  If  not 
made  in  good  faith,  or  if  it  did  not  produce  the  full  value  of  the 
property,  the  directors  taking  part  in  the  sale,  will  be  answerable 
to  creditors  for  what  was  thus  lost.'."  In  case  of  the  insolvency 
of  a  corporation,  there  is  no  power  in  its  directors  or  officers  to- 
mortgage  or  convey  the  corporate  property  to  themselves,  or  ta 
secure  to  themselves  a  preference.'^  For  the  directors  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation  are  trustees  for  the  creditors  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  they  can  not  obtain  priority  over  a  creditor,  by  taking" 
mortgages  to  themselves  to  secure  them  for  advances  and  for  their 
indorsement  of  the  notes  of  the  corporation,  after  the  creditor 

in  European,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Poor,  '  461;   Great  Luxembourg  R.  Co.  v. 

59  Me.  277,  said  that  the  president  Magnay,   25   Beav.   586;    Hoffman, 

and    directors    of    a    corporation  etc.  Co.  v.  Cumb,  etc.  Co.,  16  Md.. 

must  be  held  as  occupying  a  fidu-  456,  20  Md.  117. 

cialy  relation  to  the  stockholders,  st  Goodin  v.  Cincinnati,  etc.  Co. 

for  and  in  behalf  of  whom  they  (1868),  18  Ohio  St.  183. 

act.  88  Paine  v.  Lake  Brie,  etc.  R.  Co. 

s«  Cumberland,  etc.  Co.  v.  Parish  (1869),  31  Ind.  283,  353. 

(1875),    42    Md.    598,    605,    citing  so  Wilkinsbn  v.  Bauerle   (1886), 

Att'y-Gen.    v.   Wilson,    1   Craig    &  41  N.  J.  Eq.  635,  645. 

P.     1;     Benson    v.     Heathorn,     1  s>o  ■Wilkinson  v.  Bauerle   (1886),. 

Young  &  C.  Ch.  326;  York,  etc.  R.  41  N.  J.  Bq.  635,  645. 

Co.  V.  Hudson,  16  Beav.  485;  Aber-  91  Haywood  v.   Lincoln   Lumber 

deen   R.    Co.   v.   Blaikie,   1   Macq.  Co.,  64  Wis.  639. 
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has  brought  suit,  and  when  the  company  is  insolvent.'^  But  a 
sale  of  its  property  by  an  insolvent  corporation  to  one  of  its 
directors  to  satisfy  a  debt,  though  made  without  an  order  of 
the  board  of  directors,  is  ratified  by  the  company's  receiving  and 
canceling  the  notes  in  payment  of  which  it  was  made.®^  The 
directors  of  a  company  stand  in  the  same  relation  toward  cred- 
itors of  the  corporation,  that  they  do  to  its  shareholders,  being 
trustees  for  the  benefit  of  corporate  creditors  also.** 

§  739-  Personal  interest  of  directors.  Dealing  with  them- 
selves as  individuals. — It  is  the  rule  that,  as  to  quasi-puhlic 
corporations,  a  contract  entered  into  by  the  authority  or  direction 
of  its  directors  with  themselves,  and  for  their  benefit,  or  a  transfer 
of  its  property  by  authority  of  themselves  as  directors  to  them- 
selves as  individuals,  may  be  set  aside  in  case  it  injures  any  public 
interest,  or  the  private  interest  of  any  shareholder  or  creditor, 
even  though  the  contract  or  transfer  was  executed  in  good  faith 
by  the  directors;'^  and  as  to  strictly  private  corporations,  such 
contracts  are  not  void,  but  are  voidable  as  to  those  who  are  affected 
by  the  f  raud.'^  The  rule,  that  an  agent  may  not,  by  his  acts,  profit 
at  the  expense  of  his  principal,  or  a  trustee  to  the  detriment  of 
his  beneficiary,  governs,  in  all  transactions  by  a  director,  or  other 
corporate  officer,  relating  to  the  corporation."''  Where  his ,  rela- 
tions with  the  corporation  are  fiduciary,  he  is  not  allowed  to  act 
both  for  the  corporation  and  for  himself,  in  buying  property 
from,  or  selling  property  to  it,  or  in  contracting  with  it,  alone, 
or  with  other  officers,  where  he  is  personally  interested,  and  his 
vote  or  counsel  is  necessary  to  the  transaction.     Any  such  con- 

02  Olney  v.  Conanlcut  Land  Co.  Kan.  183;  Wilkinson  v.  Bauerle, 
(R.  I.  1889),  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  Law  J.  41  N.  J.  Eq.  635;  Goodin  v.  Cin- 
414,  where  it  was  held  also  that  cinnati,  etc.  Co.  (1868),  18  Ohio 
the  facts  that  the  creditor  had  not  St.  183;  Delano  v.  Case  (1887), 
reduced  his  claim  to  judgment  at  121  111.  247,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  81, 
the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  holding  that  directors  of  a  bank 
and  that  the  claim  was  for  dam-  are  trustees  for  depositors  as  well 
ages     suffered     by     the     creditor  as  for  stockholders. 

through    the    negligence    of    the  as  Tamble  v.  Queen,  etc.  Co.,  123 

company  while  he  was  a  guest  at  N.   Y.   91;    Duncomb   v.    Railroad 

the  company's  hotel,  do  not  change  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  190;    Bjorngaard  v. 

the  duty  of  the  directors  to  him,  Goodhue    Co.     Bank     (1893),     59 

as  they  had  notice  of  the  claim  by  Minn.  483. 

the  commencement  of  suit.  »«  Skinner  v.   Smith,  134  N.  Y. 

03  Beach  v.  Miller,  123  111.  App.  240. 

151.  07  People    V.    Township    Board. 

04  Thomas  v.   Sweet    (1887),   37      etc.,  11  Mich.  222. 
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tract  is  voidable  by  the  stockholders,  and  any  profits  of  the 
transactioi:  are  recoverable,  without  proof  of  actual  fraud,  or  oi 
injury  to  the  Orporatioo."*  The  rule,  as  announced  by  Judge 
Andreiws,  is :  "The  law  permits  no  one  to  act  in  such  inconsistent 
relations.  It  does  not  stop  to  inquire  whether  the  contract  or 
transaction  was  fair  or  unfair.  It  stops  the  inquiry  when  the 
relation  is  disclosed,  and  sets  aside  the  transaction,  or  refuses  to 
enforce  it 'at  the  instance  of  the  party  whom  the  fiduciary  under- 
took to  represent,  without  undertaking  to  deal  with  the  question 
of  abstract  justice  in  the  particular  case.  It  prevents  frauds  by 
making  them,  as  far  as  may  be,  impossible,  knowing  that  real 
motives  often  elude  the  most  searching  inquiry,  and  it  leaves 
neither  to  judge  nor  jury  the  right  to  determine  upon  a  consider- 
ation of  its  advantages  or  disadvantages,  whether  a  contract  made 
under  such  circumstances  shall  stand  or  fall."*^  If  less  than  a 
majority  of  the  directors  are  disinterested  in  a  contract  voted  upon 
by  the  board,  it  is  voidable  by  the  corporation,  and  at  the  instance 
of  stockholders  who  are  entitled  to  complain."-  Among  numerous 
examples  in  the  authorities  of  application  of  the  rule,  that  a  ma- 
jority of  the  directors  must  be  personally  disinterested  in  the 
matter  voted  upon,  are:  voting  a  salary  to  themselves,  or  to  one 
of  themselves  as  corporate  officer  f  purchasing  property  from  one 
or  more  directors  at  a  price  above  its  cost  to  them;^  renewal  of 
notes  of  the  corporation  to  themselves  f  making  contract  with 
a  partnership,  of  which  a  director  is  a  member;^  making  a  con- 
tract between  two  corporations,  where  one  or  more  directors  or 
other  officer  of  one,  is  also  director,  officer,  or  stockholder  in  the 
other.®    Where  officers  of  a  corporation  sell  property  to  it  on  the 

88  Thomas    v.    Brownville,    etc.  2  Davis  v.  Memphis  Ry.  Co.,  22 

Ry.  Co.,  2  Fed.  877,  109  U.  S.  522;  Fed.    883;    Copeland    v.    Johnson 

Landis  v.  Sea  Isle,  etc.  Co.,  53  N.  Manuf.  Co.,  47  Hun   (N.  Y.),  237. 

J.  Bq.  654;   Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  s  parker  v.  Nickerson,  112  Mass. 

V.  Credit  Mobilier,  etc.,  135  Mass.  195. 

367 ;    Chicago,   etc.  Co.  v.  Yerkes,  *  Smith    v.    Los    Angeles,    etc. 

141  111.  320,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  315;  Assn.,  78  Cal.  289,  12  Am.  St.  53. 

Sims   V.    Petaluma,   ,etc.   Co.,    131  b  Davis  v.  Rock  Creek,  etc.  Co., 

Cal.    656;     O'Connor,    etc.    Co.    v.  35  Cal.  359,  36  Am.  Rep.  40;   Sims 

Coosa   Furliace   Co.,    95   Ala.   614,  v.  Petaluma,  etc.  Co.,  131  Cal.  656'. 

36  Am.  St.  Rep.  251.  « O'Connor,    etc.    Co,    v.    Coosa 

99  Munson  v.  Syracuse,  etc.  Ry.  Furnace  Co.,  95  Ala.  614,  36  Am. 

Co.,"  103  N.  Y.  58.   I  St.  Rep.  251;  Parker  v.  Nickerson, 

1  Smith    V.    Los    Angeles,     etc.  112  Mass  195;   United  States,  etc. 

Assn.,  78  Cal.  289,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  Co.   v.   Atlantic,   etc.   Ry.   Co.,   34 

53.                                                    •  Ohio  St.  450,  32  Am.  Rep.  380. 
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~  one  hand,  and  buy  for  it  on  the  other,  and  make  a  profit  for 
themselves  by  the  transaction,  they  will  be  liable  to  the  company 
for  the  profit.' 

Dealing  with  themselves  as  individuals. — As  two  parties  are 
essential  to  any  contract,  one  can  not  be  both  vendor  and  pur- 
chaser. A  corporate  officer  can  not  make  any  valid  contract  in 
behalf  of  the  corporation,  with  himself  as  an  individual  f  but, 
as  such  officer,  he  may  contract  for  the  corporation  with  himself, 
under  direct  supervision  of  a  superior  officer,  as,  to  convey  his 
■own  property  to  the  corporation.^  Directors  are  agents  to  buy 
labor  and  materials  with  which  to  build  roads  and  works  for 
their  companies;  in  brief,  to  make  construction  contracts.  Such 
contracts,  made  with  themselves,  or  with  third  persons  who  are 
their  partners  in  business,  are  voidable.^"  They  can  not  purchase 
•on  their  own  account,  what  they  sell  on  account  of  their  company ; 


T  Pittsburg  Min.  Co.  v.  Spooner 
(1889),  47  Wis.  307,  in  which  case 
•a,  complaint  alleged  that  defend- 
ants, having  obtained  the  right  to 
purchase  a  mining  option  for 
twenty  thousand  dollars,  pro- 
ceeded to  form  a  corporation  to 
make  the  purchase,  representing 
to  the  persons  who  subscribed  for 
stock  that  the  option  would  cost 
ninety  thousand  dollars;  and  that, 
having  first  induced  third  per- 
sons to  subscribe  for  stock  on 
those  representations,  and  to  pay 
to  the  corporation  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  thousand  dollars  for  their 
stock,  the  corporation  then, 
through  defendants,  its  oflficers, 
purchased  the  option  nominally 
for  ninety  thousand  dollars,  pay- 
ing the  twenty  thousand  which  it 
actually  cost  them  with  the  money 
received  by  the  corporation  from 
the  sale  of  stock,  and  converting 
the  remaining  seventy  thousand 
to  their  own  use.  The  action  was 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  corpo- 
ration, to  recover  the  latter 
amount,  and  upon  the  principle 
stated  in  the  text  it  was  held  that 
a  good  cause  of  action  was  stated. 
And  it  was  further  held  that  it 
was  immaterial  that  the  sale  and 
purchase    were    made    at    a   time 


when  defendants  were  the  only 
members  of  the  corporation,  the 
stock  not  having  been  then  actu- 
ally allotted  to  the  third  persons, 
who  were  in  reality  interested  in 
the  formation  of  the  corporation, 
and  who  had  agreed  to  take  the 
stock;  that  the  fact  that  the 
ninety  thousand  which  the  corpo- 
ration paid  defendants  for  the  op- 
tion were  the  proceeds  of  an  issue 
of  its  stock  in  violation  of  the 
statute  could  be  set  up  to  defeat 
the  recovery  from  defendants  of 
the  excess  over  the  actual  pur- 
chase price;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants were  in  no  position  to  attack 
either  the  issue  of  the  stock  or 
the  legality  of  the  corporate  or- 
ganization. 

8  Miner  v.  Belle  Isle  Ice  Co.,  93 
Mich.  97;  Haywood  v.  Lincoln 
Lumber  Co.,  64  Wis.  639,  59  Am. 
Rep.  466,  note;  People  v.  Town- 
ship Board,  etc.,  11  Mich.  222. 

9  Louisville,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Car- 
son, 151  111.  444. 

10  European,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Poor, 
59  Me.  279;  Flint,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Lake  Erie  &  L.  R.  Co.,  31  Ind. 
283;  Port  v.  Russell,  36  Ind.  60; 
Port  v.  Russell,  36,  36  Ind.  60; 
Weed.  V.  Little  Falls  &  D.  R.  Co. 
(1883),  31  Minn.  154. 
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if  they  do,  the  company  may  repudiate  the  sale,  or  may  charge 
the  profits  made  by  the  directors  as  trustees  or  agents,  with  an 
implied  trust  for  its  benefit. ^^  Neither  can  directors,  purchasing 
property  for  their  companies,  retain  a  commission  paid  them 
by  the  vendor  for  effecting  the  sale.^^  And  if  property  is  con- 
veyed to  them  personally,  they  can  hold  it  only  as  trustees  for 
the  company. ^^  Under  no  circumstances  can  they  resell  to  the 
•company  at  an  advance.^*  The  purchase  of  assets  of  an  incorpor- 
ated company  by  one  of  its  directors,  is  voidable  only  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  party  in  interest.  Such  director  is  conclusively  pre- 
sumed to  know  the  financial  condition  of  the  company,  and  there- 
fore the  transaction  is  not  bona  Me^^  The  mere  fact,  however, 
that  one  of  the  directors  was  interested  in  a  purchase  made  by  a 
corporation,  will  not  avoid  the  purchase,  no  damage  appearing  to 
bave  resulted  to  the  shareholder  making  the  complaint.^"* 


11  Parker  v.  Nickerson  (1873), 
112  Mass.  195;  Greenfield  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Simons  (1882),  133  Mass. 
415. 

12  Morrison  v.  Ogdensburg  &  L. 
C  R.  Co..  52  Barb.  173,  179. 

13  York  &  North  Midland  R.  Co., 
19  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  361;  Blake  v. 
Buffalo  Creek  R.  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  485; 
Buffalo,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Lampson,  47 
Barb.  533;  Great  Luxembourg  R. 
Co.  V.  Magnay,  25  Beav.  586. 

1*  Redmond  v.  Dickerson,  9  N. 
J.  Eq.  515;  McAleer  v.  Murray,  58 
Pa.  St.  126. 

15  Jones  V.  Arkansas  Agricul- 
tural &  Mechanical  Co.,  38  Ark. 
17.  And  where  the  directors  of  a 
railroad  company,  which  has  sus- 
pended operations,  purchase  part 
of  the  construction  material,  exe- 
cution creditors  of  the  company 
can  not  avoid  the  purchase,  and 
take  the  material  from  the  di- 
rectors' possession  under  execu- 
tion against  the  company.  Cor- 
nell V.  Clark  (1887),  104  N.  Y. 
451.  A  director  of  a  corporation 
purchased  at  a  foreclosure  sale 
property  of  the  corporation  mort- 
gaged by  vote  of  the  directors. 
But  it  was  held  that  good  faith 
"being  shown,  the  sale  could  not 
Tdo  avoided;  and,  in  the  absence  of 


good  faith,  the  sale  could  be 
avoided  only  upon  repayment  of 
the  purchase  price,  and  then  by 
the  corporation  ^r  its  stockhold- 
ers, and  not  by  the  purchaser  of 
the  land  at  a  sale  on  execution  in 
a  suit  against  the  corporation. 
Saltmarsh  v.  Spaulding  (1888), 
147  Mass  224. 

16  Hill  V.  Nisbet,  100  Ind.  341. 
So  it  is  not  necessarily  a  fraud 
on  the  creditors  of  a  corporation 
for  its  trustees  to  purchase  of 
one  of  its  number  property  for  the 
alleged  benefit  of  the  corporation, 
paying  therefore  the  entire  cap- 
ital of  the  corporation.  Such  a 
transaction  may  or  may  not  be 
fraudulent,  according  to  circum- 
stances. Knowles  v.  Duffy,  40 
Hun,  485.  And  the  owners  of  a 
graded  railroad  bed  can  sell  it  to 
a  railroad  company,  whose  oflicers, 
directors,  and  stockholders  are 
composed  of  the  owners  of  the 
road-bed,  and  receive  in  payment 
therefor  shares  in  the  capital 
stock  of  the  railroad  company,  at 
a  time  when  those  who  sell  the 
road-bed,  and  own  and  control  the 
railroad  company,  are  the  absolute 
owners  of  all  the  stock  issued  by 
the  railroad  company,  and  where 
the  terms  of  sale  and  the  issue  of 
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Purchase  by  directors  of  claims  against  the  corporation. — 
Directors,  or  other  officers,  who  have  charge  or  management  of 
the  corporation,  may  purchase  legitimate  claims  against  it,  or  ad- 
vance money  for  paying  them,  and  hold  the  corporation  for  such 
payment,  and  legal  interest  thereon;  but,  they  are  not  allowed 
to  settle  any  such  claim  at  a  discount,  and  hold  the  corporation  for 
its  full  amount.^^  A  director  may  purchase  an  obligation  of  the 
,  corporation,  if  he  is  under  no  duty  at  the  time  to  act  in  the  prem- 
ises for  the  corporation,  and  the  rights  of  other  creditors  are  not 
thereby  prejudiced.^* 

Purchase  of  corporate  property  at  execution  sale. — A  director 
or  other  corporate  officer  may,  on  his  personal  account,  purchase 
corporate  property  at  execution  sale  without  liability  to  the  cor- 
poration, if  at  the  time  he  does  not  represent  it  in  the  affair,  or 
does  not  induce  the  sale  in  violation  of  his  official  duty ;"  or  may 
purchase  at  foreclosure  sale,  under  a  mortgage  which  secures  a 
debt  to  himself.-" 

Ratification  of  contract  between  the  corporation  and  a  director. 
— The  stockholders  may  ratify  by  consent  or  acquiescence,^^  any 
contract  between  the  corporation  and  its  directors,  or  other  officers, 
which  they  had  power  to  make."^  The  board  of  directors,  by  a 
majority  disifiterested,  may  similarly  ratify  any  act  or  contract 
which  they  could  have  authorized.^'  A  director  buying  up  claims 
against  a  company  for  a  third  party,  must  act  in  good  faith."* 

stock,  are  matters  of  record  on  the  65  Fed.  836;  Stetson  v.  Northern, 

books    of   the    railroad    company,  etc.  Co.,  104  Iowa,  393. 

and  when  the  transaction  occurs  22  Hoyle  v.  Plattsburgh,  etc.  Ry. 

months  before  any  other  or  addi-  Co.,   54   N.   Y.   314,   13   Am.   Rep. 

tional,  stock  is  issued  by  the  rail-  595;    Louisville,    etc.    Ry.    Co.    v. 

road   company.     St.   Louis,   F.   S.  Carson,  151  111.  444;  O'Connor,  etc. 

&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Tiernan  (1887),  37  Co.  v.  Coosa  Furnace  Co.,  95  Ala. 

Kan.  606.  614,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  251. 

17  Duncan  v.  New  York,  etc.  Ry.  23  Miner    v.    Mechanics'    Bank, 
Co.,    84   N.   Y.   190;    McDonald  v.  etc.,  1  Pet.  (U.  S.)  46. 
Houghton,  70  N.  C.  393.  24  So     decided.       An     attorney, 

18  Mclntyre  v.  Ajax  Min.  Co.  who  was  also  a  director,  of  an  in- 
(Utah,  1904),  77  Pac.  613.  solvent  railroad  company,  was  em- 

i»  New  Memphis,  etc.  Cases,  205  ployed  by  third  parties,  who  de- 

Tenn.  268,   80  Am.   St.  Rep.   880;  sired   to   reorganize  the  road,   to 

McKitrick   v.   Arkansas,   etc.    Ry.  buy   up   the   claims   of  plaintiffs, 

Co.,  152  U.  S.  473;  Lucas  v.  Friant,  creditors   of  the   company,  whicH 

11  Mich.  426.  he  did,  not  informing  them  of  the 

20  Saltmarsh  v.  Spaulding,  147  scheme  of  reorganizatin.  His  po- 
Mass.   224.  sition  as  director  and  attorney  for 

21  Foster  v.  Bear  Valley,  etc.  Co.,  the  debtor  company  required  him. 
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§  740.  Secret  Profits. — "A  director  can  not,  dirfectly  or  in- 
directly derive  any  personal  benefit  or  advantage  to  himself  by 
reason  of  his  position  distinct  from  his  co-shareholders."  He 
must  account  to  the  corporation  for  all  secret  profits  derived  in 
any  dealings  in  regard  to  it,  however  much  the  transaction  may 
be  of  profit  or  advantage  to  the  corporation.^'*  Even  where  the 
president,  a  director  in  the  corporation,  received  a  bribe  in  money 
to  secure  the  election  of  outside  parties  to  be  directors,  and  to 
control  the  corporation,  he  was  held  to  account  for  the  money.''* 
Where  his  duty  was  to  negotiate  for  the  purchase  of  land  for  the 
corporation,  and  he  acquired  it  for  his  own  benefit  in  his  own 
name,  his  purchase  was  held,  in  equity,  to  be  in  trust  for  the 
corporation.^^  A  contract  between  a  corporate  officer  and  a  third 
person,  in  promotion  of  a  fraud  upon  the  corporation,  is  con- 
trary to  public  policy,  and  can  not  be  enforced  by  either  party.'- 
It  is  no  violation  of  the  rule  against  retaining  secret  profits,  for  a 
director  to  sell  to  the  corporation,  property  at  whatever  profit-  to 
himself,  if  he  purchased  it  when  he  was  not  a  director,  and  owed 
no  duty  to  the  corporation. ^''  A  director  may  sell  to  the  company 
property  in  which  he  has  an  interest,  provided  the  property  be 
of  a  kind  which  the  company  is  authorized  to  purchase  and  which 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  needs  for  the  purposes  of  its  incorporation, 
if  the  transaction  be  in  good  faith.'"  But  any  secret  profits  that 
directors  may  make  in  transactions  with  their  corporation,  may 
be  recovered  by  the  company,  although  the -latter  may  also 
have  profited  by  the  transaction.'^     For  fraud  is  presumed  as  a 

in  his  dealings  with  plaintiff,  to  42  Am.  Rep.  162;  West  v.  Camden, 

exercise   the   utmost    good   faith;  135  U.  S.  507. 

but,  where  they  received  all  that  29  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.  v.  Chenault, 

their  claims  were  worth,  the  fact  36  Kan.  51. 

that  they  were  not  informed  as  to  soKnowles  v.  Duffy    (1886),  40 

tne  new  scheme  would  not  constl-  Hun,  485,  where  the  whole  capital 

tute  constructive  fraud  on  the  part  stock  was  paid  for  the  property, 

of  the   director.     Powell   v.  Will-  and  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  fraud 

iamette    Val.    R.    Co.    (1887),    14  upon  corporate  creditors. 

Oregon,    356.  si  European,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Poor, 

25  Bird,  etc.  Co.  v.  Humes,  157  59    Me.    195;    Greenfield    Savings 
Pa.  St.  278,  37  Am.  St.  727.  Bank  v.    Simons,   133  Mass.   415; 

26  McClure  v.  Law,  161  N.  Y.  78,  Parker    v.    Nickerson,    112    Mass. 
76  Am.  St.  Rep.  262.  195;    Bent  v.  Priest,  10  Mo.  App. 

2'  Higgins  v.  Lansingh,  154  111.  543.       See     Imperial     Mercantile 

301.  Credit  Assn.  v.  Coleman,  L.  R.  6 

28  Guernsey  v.  Cook,  120  Mass.  H.  L.  189;  2  Lindley  on  Partner 

501;   Noel  v.  Drake,  28  Kan.  265,  ship,  588.  589. 
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matter  of  law,  if  it  be  shown  that  the  directors  have  in  this  way- 
acquired  any  secret  profits.^^  They  can  not  sell  property  to  the 
corporation  at  an  advance  upon  the  price  paid  by  them,  where 
they  have  purchased  it  with  that  end  in  view,  and  nothing  has  been 
done  in  the  meanwhile  to  enhance  the  value  of  the  property .^^ 
Thus,  a  contract  entered  into  by  the  officers  and  directors  of  a 
railroad  company  to  purchase  lands  and  locate  their  line,  depots 
etc.,  thereon,  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  is  unenforceable  in 
equity.^*  But  if  afterwards,  by  the  director's  energy  and  skill, 
the  property  becomes  more  valuable,  he  can  not  be  required  to 
account  to  the  company  for  the  increased  value. ^^  Directors  can 
not,  in  general,  make  gains  or  receive  benefits  from  dealings  of 
the  corporation  with  persons  connected  with  themselves.^" 


82  Duneomb  v.  New  York,  etc. 
R.  Co.  84  N.  Y.  190;  Flint  v. 
Dewey,  14  Mich.  477;  Greenfield 
'Savings  Bank  v.  Simons,  133  Mass. 
415;  Stewart  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R. 
Co.,  38  N.  J.  505;  Bent  v.  Priest, 
10  Mo.  App.  543;  Cook  v.  Berlin 
Woolen  Mills  Co.,  43  "Wis.  433. 
Cf.  Davone  v.  Fanning,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  252.  Where  the  president  of 
packet  company  made  a  contract 
in  his  own  behalf  with  the  United 
States  government  for  the  car- 
riage of  the  mails  and  used  the 
boats  of  the  company  for  that 
purpose,  it  was  held  that  he  should 
not  be  allowed  to  make  any  profit 
out  of  the  use  of  the  company's 
boats,  but  must  account  to  it  for  all 
that  he  received  for  the  service 
performed  by  them.  Clubb  v. 
Davidson  (1888),  95  Mo.  467,  4  Ry. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  IW.  But  where  a  di- 
rector purchased  in  good  faith  at 
a  foreclosure  sale  property  of  the 
corporation  which  had  been  mort- 
gaged by  a  vote  of  the  directors, 
he  does  not  necessarily  hold  the 
purchased  property  in  trust  for 
the  corporation.  Saltmarsh  v. 
Spaulding  (1888),  147  Mass.  224, 
4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  151.  AcG.  Han- 
cock v.  Holbrook  (La.  1888),  3  So. 
Rep.  351.  Cf.  County  Court  v. 
Baltimore,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1888),  35 
Fed.  Rep.  161. 


3s  Benson  v.  Heathhorn,  1 
Younge  &  C.  326,  and  cases  cited 
infra. 

34  Cook  V.  Sherman,  20  Fed.  Rep. 
167, 

SB  Twin  Lick  Oil  Co.  v.  Mar- 
bury,  91  U.  S.  587,  yrhere  the  sale 
was  to  repay  money  lent  by  the 
director  himself  to  the  corpora- 
tion. Addison  v.  •  Lewis,  75  Va. 
701,  720;  Harts  v.  Brown,  77  111. 
226.  Of.  Seely  v.  San  Josg  Mill 
Co.,  59  Cal.  22. 

36  A  director  of  a  corporation 
can  not  enforce  a  contract  made 
with  his  co-directors,  under  which 
he  is  to  have  one-third  of  a  profit 
of  $100,000  for  selling  a  railroad 
property,  his  services  being 
trifling.  Such  a  contract  is  be- 
yond the  power  of  the  directors 
to  make.  Hubbard  v.  New  York, 
N.  E.  etc.  Investment  Co.,  14  Fed. 
Rep.  675.  In  Bent  v.  Priest,  86 
Mo.  475,  the  defendant,  a  director 
in  a  life  insurance  company,  in 
consideration  of  certain  railroad 
bonds  delivered  to  his  business 
partner,  agreed  to  and  did  advo- 
cate and  vote  for  the  assignment 
of  the  company's  policies  to  an- 
other company  and  for  the  rein- 
surance of  the  same  in  the  latter 
company;  and  it  was  held  that 
so  many  of  the  bonds  as  defend- 
ant received  belonged  to  the  cor- 


^  T41.J 


DIEECTOES,  OFFICERS    AND    AGENTS. 


HOT 


Participation  in  secret  profits,  realized  by  directors  at  a  sale  in 
foreclosure  of  the  corporate  property,  collusively  permitted  or 
otherwise,  is  a  common  scheme  of  fraud  by  directors,  operated  at 
the  expense  of  the  corporation,  its  stockholders  and  creditors. 
Any  purchase  by  the  directors  of  the  corporate  property,  however 
adequate  the  price  may  be,  is  voidable  by  the  corporation.''^  Vide 
infra,  §  1199. 

G. 

■CONTRACTS  AND  DEALS,  BETWEEN  OFFICERS  AND  THE  CORPORATION. 

§  741.  Contracts  with  the  corporation. — Directors  are  dis- 
•qualified  from  acting  in  right  and  behalf  of  themselves,  and 
of  their  companies  at  the  same  time ;  and  transactions  with  them- 
selves, or  wherein  they  are  interested,  are  voidable,  either  by  the 
•company  or  by  its  stockholders,  or  by  its  creditors,^^  provided 


poration  of  whioh  he  was  a  di- 
rector, and  on  his  failure  to  pro- 
duce the  same,  a  judgment  for 
their  estimated  value  was  rightly 
"entered.  A  bill  in  equity,  brought 
by  three  stockholders,  two  of 
whom  were  directors,  against  four 
■other  directors,  constituting  the 
executive  committee,  one  of  whom 
was  treasurer,  charged  that  the 
treasurer  bought  exclusively  of  a 
firm  of  which  he  was  a  member, 
at  prices  largely  In  excess  of  the 
market  rates,  and  asking  for  his 
removal  and  a  settlement  of  his 
accounts;  and  it  was  held  to  show 
no  equity  as  not  charging  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  other  members 
of  the  committee  or  alleging  that 
redress  had  been  sought  by  an  ap- 
peal to  the  directors,  or  by  vote 
of  the  stockholders,  or  by  other 
remedies  provided  by  the  charter 
or  by-laws.  Tuscaloosa  Manuf. 
€0.  V.  Cox,  68  Ala.  71.  While  an 
arrangement  by  which  a  manag- 
ing director  of  a  railroad  corpo- 
ration puts  forward  a  third  per- 
son as  a  contractor  to  do  work  for 
the  corporation,  the  director  de- 
signing to  secure  a  special  benefit 
to  himself,  may  be  constructively 
fraudulent,  yet  where  the  relation 
of  the  director  to  the  contract  is 


not  that  of  an  undisclosed  princi- 
pal, and  the  stockholders  have 
knowledge  of  the  fact  and  power 
to  prevent  the  consummation  of 
the  contract,  if  they  choose,  actual 
fraud  not  existing,  constructive 
fraud  will  not  be  presumed.  Union 
Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Credit  Mo- 
bilier,  135  Mass.  367. 

37  Cumberland,  etc.  Co.  v.  Sher- 
man  (1859),  30  Barb.  553. 

38  The  law  as  to  directors'  con-, 
tracts  with  themselves  is  that  they 
are  not  void,  but  merely  voidable. 
The  company  has  an  election  to 
affirm  or  disaffirm  them;  and  hav- 
ing made  its  election,  it  would  be 
estopped  from  abandoning  its 
choice  in  case  it  should  prove  to 
have  been  unwise.  And  where  a 
director's  contract  with  himself 
is  one  which  is  also  Injurious  to 
the  public,  or  to  any  person  not 
interested  pecuniarily  in  the  com- 
pany, it  would  seem  that  the  pub- 
lic or  such  person  might  have  it 
declared  void.  For  example,  if  it 
be  a  contract  discriminating  in 
freight  rates  in  the  director's 
favor,  persons  discriminated 
against,  or  the  public,  might  im- 
peach and  invalidate  it.  This  is 
consistent  with  the  law  which 
makes  unjust  discrimination  ille- 
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they  repudiate  the  transaction  within  a  reasonable  time.''  The 
same  rule  applies  to  any  money  made  out  of  any  transaction  of 
the  company's  business  or  connected  therewith.*"  And  where 
a  director  had  to  vote  for  a  contract  with  himself  to  secure  its 
passage,  the  contract  was  held  invalid.*^  But  on  the  other  hand, 
it  has  been  held  that  where  a  quorum  of  a  board  of  directors  of  a, 
corporation  votes  to  make  a  contract  with  some  of  their  number, 
the  contract  is  not  necessarily  void  because  those  members  voted, 


gal.  16  Am.  L.  Rev.  919;  Davis 
v.  Rock  Creek,  etc.  Co.,  55  Ceil. 
359,  36  Am.  Rep.  40;  Port  v.  Rus- 
sell, 36  Ind.  60,  10  Am.  Rep.  5; 
Coleman  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co., 
38  N.  Y.  301;  Butts  v.  Wood,  37  N. 
Y.  317;  Munson  v.  Syracuse,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  29  Hun,  76;  Weed  v.  Lit- 
tle Palls  &  D.  R.  Co.  (1883),  31 
Minn.  154;  First  National  Bank 
V.  Drake,  29  Kan.  311;  Guild  v. 
Parker,  43  N.  J.  430;  First  Na- 
tional Bank  v.  Gifflord,  47  Iowa, 
575;  Chamberlain  v.  Pacific  Wool 
Growers'  Co.,  54  Cal.  103;  Euro- 
pean, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Poor,  59  Me. 
277;  Blair  Town  Lot  Co.  v. 
Walker,  50  Iowa,  376;  Ex  parte 
Hill,  32  L.  J.  Eq.  154 ;  Murray  v. 
Vanderbilt,  39  Barb.  140;  Abbot  v. 
American  Hard  Rubber  Co.,  33 
Barb.  578;  Rhodes  v.  Webb,  24 
Minn  292.  Gf.  Taylor  on  Corpora- 
tions, §  619.  In  England  under 
the  Companies  Clauses  Act  of 
1845  if  a  director  is  interested  in 
a  contract  with  the  company, 
while  the  contract  is  not  void,  he 
will  be  disqualified  to  act  as  a  di- 
rector. 8  Vic.  ch.  16  §§  85,  86; 
Foster  v.  Oxford,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  13 
C.  B.  200,  22  L.  J.  C.  B.  99,  17  Jur. 
167;  Browne  &  Theobald's  Ry. 
Law,  102. 

39  Stewart  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R. 
Co.  (1875),  38  N.  J.  L.  505;  Twin 
Lick  Oil  Co.  V.  Marbury  (1875), 
91  U.  S.  591;  Ryan  v.  Leaven- 
worth, etc.  Ry.  Co.,  21  Kan.  365, 
where  it  was  said:  "It  was  not 
necessary  to  allege  that  the  com- 
pany did  not  discover  the  fraud 
of  the  defendants  until  within  two 
years    next    before    the    suit    was 


commenced,  as  the  allegations  of 
the  petition  show  satisfactorily 
that  the  company  was  and  contin- 
ues to  be  under  the  potential  con- 
trol of  the  wrong-doers,  who  are 
necessary  defendants;  and  knowl- 
edge on  the  part  of  the  guilty  offi- 
cers ad  agents  of  the  corporation 
of  the  fraudulent  acts  of  them- 
selves and  guilty  associates,  is  not 
notice  to  the  corporation  or  its; 
stockholders,  so  as  to  give  the  ad- 
vantage of  this  notice  to  such 
agents  and  associates.  (City  of 
Oakland  v.  Carpenter,  13  Cal. 
540.)  Upon  this  point  the  counsel 
of  plaintiffs  well  say:  'The  defend- 
ants are  estopped  from  setting  up 
their  own  laches  in  failing  to  sue 
themselves.  Nor  can  they  bei' 
heard  to  claim  that  the  corpora- 
tion had  notice,  on  the  ground 
that  when  they  committed  the 
wrongs  it  had  full  notice  of  what 
they  were  doing.  They  were  the 
eyes,  the  ears  and  the  hands  of 
the  corporation,  through  which 
alone  it  could  see,  hear  or  act.'  " 
There  has  never  been  held  to  be 
any  determined  number  of  days. 
or  years  as  applied  to  every  case, 
like  the  statute  of  limitations, 
but  must  be  decided  in  every  case 
upon  all  the  elements  of  it  which, 
affect  that  question.  Twin  Lick 
Oil  Co.  V.  Marbury  (1875),  91  U. 
S.  591. 

loGaskell  v.  Chambers,  26: 
Beav.  360;  York,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Hudson,  16  Beav.  485;  Madrid 
Bank  v.  Pelly,  L.  R.  7  Bq.  442. 

41  Bennett  v.  St.  Louis  Car  Roof- 
ing Co.,  19  Mo.  App.  349.  Cf.  RelUy 
V.  Oglesbay,  25  W.  Va.  36. 
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no  fraud  or  bad  faith  being  charged.*^  And,  generally,  a  director 
of  a  company  may  deal  with  it  in  like  manner  as  may  any  other 
individual,  if  he  deal  honorably,  with  full  disclosure  to  the  com- 
pany that  he  is  acting  in  his  own  behalf,  and  adversely  to  it,  and 
without  endeavoring  to  influence  or  control  it.*'  Independently 
•of  statute,  a  contract  between  a  director  and  the  corporation  is 
not  voidable,  merely  because  made  with  a  director,  when  all  inter- 
ested in  the  corporation,  officers,  directors,  and  stockholders,  not 
only  know  of,  but  consent  to  it,  and  the  property  acquired  by  it 
is  kept  and  used  by  the  corporation.**  But  the  company  must 
■either  adopt  the  transaction,  or  repudiate  it,  and  if  it  elect  to  do 
the  latter,  it  must  repudiate  it  altogether.  It  can  not  repudiate 
it  so  far  as  it  is  onerous,  and  adopt  it  so  far  as  it  is  beneficial.*' 
Thus,  in  case  of  an  election  to  set  aside  a  transaction  with  a 
•director,  the  purchase  price  paid  by  the  latter  must  be  refunded.*® 
In  no  case  can  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  by  a  director 
■with  the  company  for  the  benefit  of  himself  or  his  firm,  be  en- 
forced.*^ Directors  are  precluded  by  their  fiduciary  status  from 
■sharing  any  personal  advantage  from  contracts,  beyond  that  they 
may  be  entitled  to  as  stockholders.**    An  unfair  contract  between 

<2  Leavitt   v.   Oxford   &   Geneva  45  Great  Luxembourg  Ry.  Co.  y. 

'Silver  Mining  Co.,  3  Utah,  265.  Magnay  (1858),  25  Beav.  586.     In 

43  "Directors'      Contracts     ■with  this    case    the    railway    company 

Themselves,"  16  Am.  L.  Rev.  917,  furnished  a  director  ■with  a  large 

citing  Harts  v.  Bro-wn,  77  111.  226;  sum  of  money,  to  enable  him  to 

■United  States  Rolling  Stock  Co.  v.  purchase  the  "concession"   of  an- 

Atlantic,  etc.  R.  Co.,  34  Ohio  St.  other  line.     He   purchased  it,   as 

450;  Mayor  of  Griffin  v.  Inman,  57  it   turned   Out,   from   himself,    he 

Ga.   370;    Foster  v.   Oxford  W.  &  being  the  concealed  owner  of  it. 

"W.  R.  Co.,  13  C.  B.  200.  And  it  was  held  that  the  trans- 

**  Battelle  v.   Northwestern  Ce-  action  could  not  stand,   but  that 

ment,  etc.  Co.  (1887),  37  Minn.  89;  the  company  having  sold  the  con- 

Knowles  v.  Duffy  (1886),  40  Hun,  cession  pending  the  suit  impeach- 

485;  Budd  v.  "Walla  ■Walla,  etc.  Co.  ing    the    transaction,    they    could 

2  "Wash.  347;  Santa  Cruz  R.  Co.  v.  have  no  relief,  either  as  to  the  ap- 

Spreckles,    65    Cal.    193;    Hill   v.  plication  of  the  money  or  other- 

Nisbet,  100  Ind.  341.    Thus  where  wise. 

a  transaction  fairly  and  openly  en-  «  Cornell  v.  Clark    (1887),  104 

tered  into  between  a  corporation  N.  Y.   451;    Saltmarsh  v.    Spauld- 

and  one  of  its  directors,  sanctioned  ing   (1887),  147  Mass.  224. 

by  all  and  inuring  to  the  benefit  47  Flanagan    v.    Great    'Western 

lof    the    corporation,    will    not   be  Ry.  Co.    (1868),  L.  R.  7  Bq.  Cas. 

set    aside    at    its    instance    seven  116. 

years    afterwards    on   the   ground  ^s  Robertson  v.    H.   E.   Bucklen. 

that    it    was    ultra   vires.      Pneu-  &  Co.  (1903),  107  111.  App.  369. 
matic  Gas  Co.  v.  Berry,  113  U.  S. 
522. 
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a  corporation  and  its  directors,  where  undue  advantage  is  at- 
tempted against  the  corporation,  may  be  set  aside  at  the  instance 
of  the  corporation  or  its  creditors  or  stockholders.*"  Where,  by- 
resolution,  the  corporation  voted  to  sell  certain  of  its  stock  to- 
one  of  the  directors,  they  could  vote  on  the  resolution  without  con- 
sent of  all  persons  interested.^" 

§  742.  Entitled  to  security  for  money  lent. — When  the 
lender  of  money  to  a  corporation  is  a  director,  charged  along  with 
others  with  its  control  and  management,  his  obligation,  when  he 
becomes  a  party  to  a  contract  with  it,  to  candor  and  fair  dealing,. 
is  increased  in  the  precise  degree  that  his  representative  character 
has  given  him  power  and  control  derived  from  the  confidence  re- 
posed in  him ;  but  the  general  doctrine  with  regard  to  this  class. 
of  contracts,  is  not  that  they  are  absolutely  void,  but  that  they 
are  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  party  whose  interest  has  been 
so  represented  hy  the  party  claiming  under  it.^^  Accordingl}', 
a  director  of  a  corporation  is  not  prohibited   from   lending  it 


49  Wyman  v.  Bowint  (Iowa, 
1904),  127  Fed.  257,  U.  S.  C.  C.  A. 

50  Hartley  v.  Pioneer,  etc  Works 
(1903),  84  N.  Y.  S.  79. 

51  Addison  v.  Lewis,  75  Va.  701; 
Hallam  v.  Indianola  Hotel  Co., 
56  Iowa,  178,  Am.  Law  Reg.  July, 
1882,  and  note  by  Adelbert  Hamil- 
ton. In  order  to  enable  a  manu- 
facturing corporation  to  pay  its 
debts  and  thus  continue  its  busi- 
ness, its  directors  may  guaranty 
payment  of  its  note  made  to  its 
own  order,  and  take  as  security 
for  their  liability  its  mortgage  of 
all  its  property.  Hopson  v.  ^tna 
Axle  &  Spring  Co.,  50  Conn.  597. 
And  where  a  corporation,  to  se- 
cure certain  of  its  notes  on  which 
the  directors  were  accommodation 
indorsers,  assigned  certain  bonds 
which  were  part  of  its  assets  at  a 
time  when  suits  were  pending 
against  it  for  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver,  it  was  held  that  the 
assignment,  if  made  in  good  faith, 
was  valid.  Planters'  Bank  v. 
Whittle,  78  Va.  737.  So,  the  ap- 
propriation of  bills  receivable,  by 
the  directors  of  a  bank,  as  in- 
demnity for  notes  issued  by  them 


for  the  accommodation  of  the- 
bank,  if  done  in  good  faith,  in 
ignorance  of  the  impending  in- 
solvency of  the  bank,  does  not  ren- 
der them  liable  either  for  fraud 
or  negligence.  Appeal  of  Warner 
(Pa.  1887),  7  Atl.  Rep.  216.  A 
wool  dealer  applied  to  the  Wool- 
Growers'  Exchange  for  money  to- 
purchase  wool.  The  exchange  not 
being  able  to  raise  the  money  on 
its  credit,  the  directors  discounted 
their  individual  notes  for  the- 
amount,  and  the  dealer  gave  his 
note  as  collateral.  The  directors 
paid  their  notes  without  receiving 
money  from  the  exchange  for  that 
purpose.  The  exchange  made  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  its 
creditors.  An  attorney  employed, 
succeeded  in  collecting  some  of 
the  money  still  due  on  the  deal- 
er's collateral.  Held,  that  the  at- 
torney's fees  should  first  be  paid, 
out  of  this  money,  and  that  the 
balance  should  be  distributed 
among  the  directors,  in  preference 
to  tftie  creditors,  of  the  exchange. 
Appeal  of  Atkinson  (Pa.  1887),. 
11  Atl.  Rep.  239. 
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moneys  when  needed,  if  the  transaction  be  open,  and  otherwise 
without  blame ;  nor  is  his  subsequent  purchase  of  its  property,  at 
a  fair  public  sale  by  a  trustee,  under-  a  trust  deed  executed  to 
secure  the  repayment  of  his  loan,— invalid.^^  But  directors  may 
lend  money  to  the  corporation,  only  upon  terms  as  favorable  as 
the  most  favorable  upon  which  it  could  borrow  from  others  .°^ 
Thus,  a  director  of  a  corporation,  on  a  mortgage  taken  as  se- 
curity for  notes  given  him  by  the  corporation — on  money  ad- 
vanced by  him, — can  not  recover  excessive  interest  stipulated  for, 
nor  an  amount  included  therein  beyond  the  sum  which  he  ad- 
vanced." A  director  of  a  corporation  is  disqualified  to  vote  at 
a  meeting  of  the  board,  on  a  resolution  authorizing  the  renewal  of 
notes  in  his  own~,favor.^^  Shares  of  its  stock  owned  by  a  cor- 
poration, may  be  assigned  to  a  creditor  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt, 
and  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  creditor  was  a  trustee  and 


52  Saltmarsh  v.  Spaulding 
(1888),  147  Mass.  224,  citing  Twin 
Lick  Oil  Co.  V.  Marbury,  91  U.  S. 
587;  Holt  v.  Bennett,  146  Mass. 
439;  Harts  v.  Brown,  77  111.  226; 
McMurtry  v.  Montgomery,  etc.  Co. 
(1887),  84  Ky.  462;  Santa  Cruz  R. 
Co.  V.  Spreckles,  65  Cal.  193;  Hal- 
lam  v.  Indianola  Hotel  Co.,  56 
Iowa,  178;  Duncomb  v.  New  York, 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  88  N.  Y.  1,  84  N.  Y. 
190,  wbere  the  security  taken  was 
the  bonds  of  the  company  at  ten 
cents  on  the  dollar.  The  advances 
may  be  of  services  and  materials 
instead  of  money.  Where  the  di- 
rector of  a  turnpike  company  ren- 
ders services  and  furnishes  mate- 
rials to  the  comj)any,  which  are 
necessary  to  the  completion  of  its 
road,  he  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable 
compensation  therefor.  Greens- 
boro &  N.  C.  J.  Turnpike  Co.  v. 
Stratton  (1889),  120  Ind.  294. 
And  a  director,  making  a  iona 
fide  advance  of  money  to  a  corpo- 
ration, which  is  accepted  and  ex- 
pended for  the  necessary  purposes 
of  the  corporation,  has  a  legal 
claim  therefor  against  the  corpo- 
ration. Santa  Cruz  R.  Co.  v. 
Spreckles,  65  Cal.  193;  Borland  v. 


De  Haven  (1889),  37  Fed.  Rep. 
394.  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts, 
a  corporation,  having  borrowed 
money  from  its  directors  and  sec- 
retary, and  being  in  need  of  funds 
for  its  business,  negotiated  its 
note,  secured  by  a  conveyance  of 
all  Its  property,  and  with  the  pro- 
ceeds paid  the  loans  to  its  direct- 
ors and  secretary,  and  with  the 
balance  bought  materials  and  de- 
frayed legitimate  expenses.  Subse- 
quently its  property  was  sold  for 
its  full  market  value,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds applied  as  far  as  they  went 
to  the  payment  of  the  note.  It 
was  held  that  as  all  the  transac- 
tions were  in  good  faith  and  in  the 
due  course  of  business,  a  creditor 
whose  debt  had  not  been  paid  had 
no  claim  on  the  directors  individ- 
ually for  the  payment  of  it.  Holt 
V.  Bennett  (1886),  146  Mass.  439. 

63  Sutter  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Baum,  66 
Cal.  44;  Twin  Lick  Oil  Co.  v. 
Marbury,  91  V.  S.  587;  Campbell's 
Case,  4  Ch.  Div.  470. 

54  Sutter  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Baum,  66 
Cal.  44. 

S'S  Smith  V.  Los  Angeles  I.  &  L. 
Co-operative  Assn.  (1889),  78  Cal. 
289. 
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took  pai:t  in  the  proceedings  authorizing  the  assignment,  if  the 
proceedings  were  afterwards  ratified  by  the  corporation.^^ 

§  743.  Dealing  in  company's  bonds. — A  director  who  buys 
the  bonds  of  his  company  from  it  below  par,  does  so  at  the  peril 
of  their  avoidance  by  the  courts  at  the  suit  of  the  corporation.'^ 
So,  where  directors  purchase  from  themselves,  stock  at  one-third 
its  par  value,  the  corporation  and .  its  creditors  may  hold  them 
for  the  full  value  of  the  stock  so  procured.^'  But  there  is  no 
relation  of  trustee  and  beneficiary  between  directors  and  share- 
holders which  makes  their  contracts  with  each,  other,  for  the 
sale  of  stock,  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  stockholder.^'  A 
shareholder's  stock  is  not  corporate  property,  and  the  directors  are 
not  agents  for  the  management  of  it,  and  there  is  no  trust  relation 
between  them  in  regard  to  it.'°  In  regard  to  representations  as 
to  the  value  of  stock,  there  is  a  distinction  between  directors  in 
their  official  capacity  and  as  individuals.  In  the  latter  capacity, 
they  are  not  under  any  obligation  to  say  anything  about  the 
affairs  or  condition  of  the  corporation,  or  to  disclose  any  fact 
or  circumstance  material  to  the  value  of  its  shares  of  stock."* 
But  it  is  the  right  of  a  shareholder  fully  to  inform  himself  con- 
cerning the  condition  of  the  company.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  director 
to  allow  and  facilitate  his  doing  so,  and  it  is  a  fraud  which  will 
vitiate  a  sale  of  stock  to  the  director,  if  he  diverts  or  prevents  the 
seller  from  getting  the  information  he  desires,  or  if  in  giving  in- 
formation as  director  he  makes  false  statements  or  suppresses 
the  truth."^  Where  two  managers  of  a  company  conspired  to- 
gether to  depress  the  price  of  its  shares  by  a  system  of  false  ac- 
counts and  concealment,  and  in  particular  entered  upon  the  com- 
pany's boojcs  large  quantities  of  goods  as  having  been  sold  at 

66  Reed  v.  Hayt,  51  N.  Y.  Super,  pany,  has  no  superior  equities  to 

Ct.  121.    The  action  of  the  direct-  those  of  the  director  himself.  Hurt- 

ors  in  delivering  corporate  stock  ing  v.  Sweet,  33  Kan.  244. 

in  payment  of  debts,  and  consoli-  67  Duncomb  v.  New  York,  etc.  R. 

dating  the  rest  into  a  mortgage  on  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  190. 

the  corporate  property,  is  not  ille-  ss  Freeman  v.  Stine,  15  Phila.  37. 

gal  because  the  directors  became  69  Carpenter     t.     Danforth,     52 

guarantors   for    further   advances  Barb.  581. 

made  to  the  corporation  after  it  so  Carpenter     v.     Danforth,     52 

had  exhausted  its  credit,  which  ad-  Barb.  581. 

vances  were  to  be  paid  by  the  de-  s.i  Carpenter    V.     Danforth,     52 

livery  of  the  stock.    County  Court  Barb.  581. 

V.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.,  35  Fed.  02  Carpenter     v.   Danforth,      52 

Rep.  161.    An  assignee  of  a  claim  Barb.  581. 
held  by  a  director  against  his  com- 
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prices  much  less  than  those  actually  received,  and  invested  the 
difference  in  government  stock  in  the  name  of  one  of  them,  thus 
succeeding  in  bearing  down  the  company's  stock,  some  of  which 
they  bought  at  much  less  than  its  real  value,  this  was  decided  to 
be  a  fraud  which  vitiated  the  sale.°^  In  New  York,  directors  are 
prohibited  from  bearing  the  market  by  speculative  sales  of  their 
companies'  shares,  trusting  to  acquire  them  for  delivery  at  a 
price  below  that  at  which  they  have  agreed  to  sell.°* 

§  744.  Contracts  between  corporations  having  directors  in 
common. — There  is  no  legal  presumption  of  illegality  or  un- 
fairness, in  transactions  between  two  corporations,  from  the 
mere  fact  that  a  portion  of  the  board  of  directors  in  the  one  con- 
stituted a  part  of  that  of  the  other  at  the  same  time,  and  partici- 
pated in  the  dealings  between  the  two.  It  is  only  when  their 
dealings  are  shown  to  be  prejudicial  to  one  of  the  corporations 
represented  by  them,  that  their  conduct  will  be  subject  to  a  strict 
scrutiny  by  the  courts.*^  Thus,  where  a  sale  of  corporate  prop- 
erty to  pay  debts,  though  made  by  persons  who  are  directors,  both 
of  the  selling  and  purchasing  corporations,  realizes  more  than 
the  value  of  the  property,  stockholders  in  the  forrner  have  no 
ground  of  complaint. ""^  Where  a  majority  of  the  board  are  not 
adversely  interested,  and  have  no  adverse  employment,  the  right 
to  avoid  the  contract  or  transacti9n  does  not  exist  without  proof 
of  fraud  or  unfairness."'  Nor  is  a  contract  necessarily  void  be- 
cause all  the  directors,  of  one  of  the  corporations,  are  members  of 

63  Walsham  v.  Stainton,  1  De  G.,  such  fine  and  imprisonment.    N.  Y. 

J.  &  S.  678.  Laws  of  1884,  ch.  223,  §  2. 

.  64  No  officer  or  director  of  any  es  Booth    v.    Robinson,    55    Md. 

railroad  corporation  shall  sell  or  419;   Mayor,  etc.  of  Griffin  v.  In- 

agree  to  sell,  or  be  directly  or  in-  man,    57    Ga.    370;    United    States 

directly  interested  In  the  sale  or  Rolling  Stock  Co.  v.  Atlantic,  etc. 

agreement  to  sell  any  shares  of  the  R.  Co.,  34  Ohio  St.  450.    See,  also, 

stock  of  the  corporation  of  which  Poster  v.  Oxford,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  13 

lie  is  an  officer  or  director,  unless  Com.  B.  200,  203.    See  33  L.  R.  A. 

at  the  time  of  sale  or  agreement  788. 

to  sell,  he  is  the  actual  owner  of  ee  Manufacturers'   Sav.   Bank  v. 

such  shares.    N.  Y.  Laws  of  1884,  O'Reilly  (1889),  97  Mo.  38. 

ch.  223,  §  1.    Any  person  violating  67  United    States   Rolling    Stock 

any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  Co.  v.  Atlantic,  etc.  R.  Co.,  34  Ohio 

shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  St.  450,  32  Am.  Rep.  380;  Met.  El. 

and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  Ry.  Co.  v.  Man.  Ry.  Co.,  14  Abb. 

be  punished  by  imprisonment  not  N.   C.   103;    O'Connor,   etc.   Co.   v. 

less  than  six  months  or  by  a  fine  Coosa  Furnace  Co.,  95  Ala.  614,  36 

mot  exceeding  $5,000  or  by  both  Am.  St.  Rep.  251;  Parker  v.  Nich- 

erson,  112  Mass.  195.  ' 
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the  board  of  directors  of  the  other  corporation."*  The  rule,  how- 
ever, has  many  exceptions  in  practice,  and  it  would  seem  that  its 
application  extended  much  beyond  ordinary  dealings  between 
the  corporations  having  directors  in  common."'  It  has  also  been 
held  that  directors  of  one  telegraph  company,  who  are  also  direc- 
tors of  another  company  which  owns  two-fifths  of  the  stock  of 
the  former,  can  not  properly  vote  to  lease  the  property  of  the 
former  company  to  the  latter.     Such  a  lease  is  voidable." 

§  745.  Injunction  upon  fraudulent  contracts. — A  court  of 
equity  may  restrain  the  consummation  of  contracts,  between  direc- 
tors and  the  company,  fraudulent  upon  their  face;  and  the  fact 
that  a  majority  of  the  shareholders  may  have  given  their  consent 
to  the  transaction,  will  not  deprive  the  creditors  or  minority  stock- 
holders of  the  right  to  restrain  the  fraud  by  injunction.''^  But 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  a  corporation  was  insolvent  at  the 


68  Alexander  v.  Williams,  14  Mo. 
App.  13. 

60  Bill  v.  "Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  16  Fed.  Rep.  14;  San  Diego 
V.  San  Diego,  etc.  R.  Co.,  44  Cal. 
106.  Where  the  board  of  directors 
of  an  insolvent  corporation  con- 
veyed all  its  property  to  secure  a 
debt  due  from  it  to  another  cor- 
poration, at  a  meeting  in  which 
one  or  more  of  the  directors,  par- 
ticipating and  voting,  for  the  con- 
veyance, were  also  directors  of  the 
other  company,  it  was  held  to  be' 
prima  facie  fraudulent  and  void 
as  to  the  grantor,  its  stockholders 
and  creditors;  and  it  was  said 
that  clear  and  convincing  proof 
would  be  required  to  show  that 
the  conveyance  was  fair,  reason- 
able and  free  from  fraud.  Sweeney 
v.  Grape  Sugar  Co.  (1888),  30  W. 
Va.  443.  It  seems  a  matter  of 
course,  that  arrangements  by  di- 
rectors of  a  railroad  company,  to 
secure  an  undue  advantage  at  its 
expense,  by  the  formation  of  a  new 
company  as  auxiliary  to  the  orig- 
inal one,  with  an  understanding 
that  they,  or  some  of  them,  shall 
take  stock  in  it,  and  then  that 
valuable  contracts  shall  be  given 
it,  in  the  profits  of  which  they,  as 


stockholders  of  the  new  company,, 
are  to  share,  are  so  many  unlawful 
devices  to  enrich  themselves  to  th& 
detriment  of  the  stockholders  and 
creditors  of  the  original  company, 
and  will  be  condemned  whenever 
properly  brought  before  the  courts: 
for  consideration.  Wardell  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  103  U.  S.  651,  658. 

70  Bill  V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,, 
16  Fed.  Rep.  14.  When  two  corpo- 
rations enter  into  a  contract  with 
each  other,  parties  holding  the  po- 
sition of  directors  in  either  corpo- 
ration consenting'  thereto,  but  the 
shareholders  not  being  advised 
with,  the  contract  is  voidable, 
even  though  at  the  election  of  the 
directors  the  stockholders  were 
cognizant  of  the  fact  that  some  of 
them  belonged  to  the  board  of  the 
other  corporation,  and  even  though 
the  contract  was  confirmed  by  a 
majority  of  directors  without  tak- 
ing into  account  those  who  were 
members  of  either  board.  Metro- 
politan Elevated  Ry.  Co.  v.  Man- 
hattan Elevated  Ry.  Co.,  11  Daly, 
373,  14  Abb.  N.  C.  103. 

71  Gamble  v.  Queens  County  Wa- 
ter Co.  (1889),  52  Hun,  166.  In 
this  case  a  corporation  organized, 
under  the  general  manufacturing 
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time  its  board  of  directors  executed  judgment  bonds  to  secure 
debts  due  certain  of  the  directors,  or  that  there  was  any  collusion 
or  actual  fraud,  the  mere  entry  of  judgment  pn  the  bonds  after 
its  supposed  insolvency,  is  not  such  a  fraud  in  law  as  to  warrant 
the  continuance  of  an  injunction  restraining  the  sale  of  corporate 
property  on  execution  issued  on  the  judgment.''^ 

act  adopted  a  resolution  to  issue  thorize  an  injunction  restraining 
$50,000  of  stock  and  $60,000  of  '  the  company  from  carrying  out  the 
bonds  to  raise  money  for  the  pur-  resolution.  And  the  court  said, 
chase  from  one  of  its  trustees  of  that  it  was  immaterial  that  a  ma- 
property  worth  $65,000.  The  cor-  jority  of  the  stockholders  con- 
porate  stock  was  at  that  time  sented  to  the  arrangement, 
above  par.  This  was  regarded  as  t2  Appeal  of  Neal  (1889),  129  Pa^ 
suflacient  evidence  of  fraud  to  au-  St.  64,  18  Atl.  Rep.  564. 
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§  746.  Liability  of  officers  for  negligence  and  mismanage- 
ment.— Since  the  directors  of  corporations  generally  serve 
without  compensation,  their  liability  for  neglect  of  duty  is  similar 
to  that  of  mandataries/  "persons  who  have  gratuitously  under- 
taken to  perform  certain  duties,  and  who  are  therefore  bound  to 
apply  ordinary  skill  and  diligence,  but  no  more."^    As  was  said 
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1  Percy  V.  Mlllanidon,  8  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  68,  6  Mart.  (N.  S.)  616, 
17  Am.  Dec.  196;  Seymour  D. 
Thompson  in  6  So.  L.  Rev.  389. 


2  Spering's  Appeal,  71  Pa.  St.  11, 
10  Am.  Rep.  684;  10  Minn.  421; 
35  Mo.  492;  58  N.  H.  17. 
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by  a  New  Jersey  court:  "These  directors  serve  without  .pay. 
They  were  ■  selected  by  their  fellow  stockholders  to  manage  grat- 
uitously the  affairs  of  the  association  in  which  they  and  the  other 
stockholders  were  jointly  interested.  To  apply  to  them  the  strict 
rules  which  are  applicable  to  trustees  who  assume  the  discharge 
of  the  duties  of  private  trusts,  would  be  unjust.  In  the  absence 
of  fraud,  and  where  they  have  neither  derived,  nor  expected  to 
derive  any  profit,  benefit  or  advantage  from  their  management 
which  was  not  common  to  the  other  stockholders;  when  they 
have  acted  fairly,  and  have  not  been  guilty  of  gross  neglect  or 
gross  inattention, — they  should  not  be  held  liable.  The  rule,  ap- 
plicable to  mandataries,  is  sufficiently  stringent  for  such  cases, 
and  is  a  reasonable  one."^  Being  elected  from  the  body  of  stock- 
holders, directors  are  not  to  be  judged  by  the  same  strict  standard 
as  agents  or  trustees  of  private  estates.*  It  is  said,-  on  the  one 
hand,  that  in  matters  of  discretion,  they  are  not  responsible  for 
mistakes  of  judgment,  nor  in  ministerial  duties,  for  anything  less 
than  gross  negligence  or  fraud.°  Mere  imprudence,  unless  it 
amounts  to  gross  negligence,  in  the  exercise  of  a  rightful  power, 
will  pot  render  the  directors  personally  liable."  One  the  other 
hand,  it  is  denied  that  a  director  is  only  responsible  for  gross  mis- 
judgment  until  it  approaches  bad  faith.  And,  as  a  mandatary, 
to  whom  he  has  been  likened,  it  is  argued,  he  is  bound  not  only 
to  exercise  proper  care  and  diligence,  but  ordinary  skill  and 
judgment.  As  he  is  bound  to  exercise  ordinary  skill  and  judg- 
ment, he  can  not  set  up  that  he  did  not  possess  them.  When 
damage  is  caused  by  his  want  of  judgment,  he  can  not  excuse 

3  citizens,'  etc.  Assn.  v.  Coriell,  6  Citizens'  Building  Assn.  v.  Cor- 

34  N.  J.  Eq.  383.  lell,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  383;  Neall  t.  Hill, 

*  Thomp.  Liab.  O.  &  A.  Corp.  233.  16  Cal.  149;   Spering's  Appeal,  71 

And  where  a  union  store  associa-  Pa.  St.  11,  10  Am.  Rep.  684;  Charl- 

tion,  instead  of  confiding  the  man-  table  Corporation  v.  Sutton,  2  Atk. 

agement  of  its  affairs  to  its  direct-  400;     Overend    &    Gurney    Co.    v. 

ors,    imposes    the    same    upon    a  Gibb,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  480,  L.  R.  4  Ch. 

managing  agent,  and  the  members  701. 

knowing  how  the  business  is  con-  «  Overend  v.  Gibb,  L.  R.  5  H.  L. 

ducted,  and  that  the  by-laws  are  480;    Hedges  v.   Paquett,   3   Oreg. 

not  strictly  observed  and  obeyed,  77;    Excelsior    Petroleum    Co.    v. 

acquiesce  in  what  is  being  done,  Lacey,    63    N.    Y.    422;    Henry    v. 

the  directors   are  not  to  be  held  Jackson,    37    Vt.    431;     Vance    v. 

to  as  strict  an  accountability  as  di-  Phcenix  Ins.  Co.,  4  Lea    (Tenn.), 

rectors    of   an   ordinary   moneyed  385;   Godbold  v.  Branch  Bank  of 

corporation.    Henry  v.  Jackson,  37  Mobile,  11  Ala.  191,  46  Am.  Dec. 

Vt.  431.  211. 
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himself  by  allegfing  his  gross  ignorance.  One  who  voluntarily 
takes  the  position  of  director  and  invites  confidence  in  that  rela- 
tion, undertakes,  like  a  mandatary,  with  those  whom  he  repres- 
ents or  for  whom  he  acts,  that  he  possesses,  at  least,  ordinary 
knowledge  and  skill,  and  that  he  will  bring  them  to  bear  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duties.  Such  is  the  rule  applicable  to  public  offi- 
cers, to  professional  men,  and  to  mechanics,  and  such  is  the  rule 
•which  must  be  applicable  to  every  person  who  undertakes  to  act 
for  another  in  a  situation  or  employment  requiring  skill  and 
knowledge;  and  it  matters  not  that  the  service  is  to  be  rendered 
gratuitously.''  They  must  exercise  such  reasonable  diligence  or 
ordinary  care,  as  a  prudent  man  takes  in  the  management  of  his 
•own  concerns.'  They  are  personally  liable  if  they  suffer  the  cor- 
porate funds  or  property  to  be  wasted  or  lost,  by  gross  negligence 
and  inattention  to  the  duties  of  their  trust.'  Directors  and  offi- 
cers are  personally  liable  for  loss  or  injury  to  the  corporation,  by 
reason  of  their  ultra  vires  acts.^°  As  examples : — They  have  been 
held  personally  liable  for  false  statements  inducing  deposit  in 
bank,  and  loss  by  its  failure  ;^^  for  false  representations  dissuading 
a  stockholder  from  accepting  an  oiifer  for  his  stock  ;^^  for  deceit 
in  inducing  purchase  of  bank  stock  f^  for  loan  by  president  of  a 

7  Briggs  V.  Spaulding,  141  XT.  S.  defaulting  oflScers,  that  the  means 
132;  Redemption  v.  Hill,  56  Me.  of  knowledge  of  such  transactions 
385,  96  Am.  Dec.  470;  North  Hud-  was  within  his  reach,  and  that  he 
son,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Childs,  82  Wis.  wholly  failed  to  prevent  or  expose 
460,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  57;  Spering's  them,  but  abstained  from  attend- 
Appeal,  71  Pa.  St.  11,  10  Am.  Rep.  ing  the  meetings  of  the  directors. 
■684;  Earl,  J.,  in  Hun  v.  Gary,  82  And  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
N.  Y.  65  (1880),  37  Am.  Rep.  546,  complaint  should  negative  knowl- 
<;iting  Story  on  Bailments,  §  182.  edge   of,   or   acquiescence   on   the 

8  Smith  V.  Prattville  Manuf .  Co.,  part  of  the  stockholders  in,  the 
^9  Ala.  503;  Percy  v.  Millaudon,  8  negligence  or  misconduct  of  the 
Mart.  (N.  S.)  68;  Bank  of  Mutual  directors.  Nor  is  there  misjoinder 
Redemption  v.  Hill,  56  Me.  385;  of  causes  of  action  in  the  com- 
Scott  V.  De  Peyster,  1  Edw.  Ch.  plaint  which  sets  forth  a  series  of 
547.  acts  or  omissions  on  the  part  of 

0  Horn  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Ryan  directors,  alleged  to  have  consti- 

(Minn.   1890),  44  N.  W.  Rep.  50.  tuted    actionable    negligence    on 

In  this  case  it  is  further  held  that  their  part. 

an  action   at   law  may  be   main-  lo  North   Hudson,   etc.   Assn.  v. 

talned   against   them   jointly   and  Childs  (1892),  82  Wis.  460. 

severally  for  the  amount  of  such  ^i  Brady  v.  Evans,  78  Fed.  588 

losses.      Also    that    a    complaint  (1897). 

states    a    cause    of    action    which  12  Rothmiller  v.  Stein,  143  N.  Y. 

alleges  that  defendant  wholly  neg-  581  (1894). 

lected  his  official  duty  with  regard  is  Trimble  v.  Exchange  Bank,  62 

to  detailed  transactions  of  certain  S.  W.  1027  (Ky.  1901). 
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bank,  of  its  funds  without  security,  and  which  were  used  in  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  to  himself;^*  for  infringement  by  the  company 
■of  a  patent,^^  and  for  the  making  of  an  ultra  vires  contract  on  be- 
half of  the  corporation.^''  They  have  been  held  liable  to  the  cor- 
poration for  authorizing  the  issue  of  watered  stock,  and  for  bank 
funds  used  in  ultra  vires  operation  of  a  mill.^^  They  have  been 
held  liable  to  the  receiver  for  acceptance  of  notes  in  payment  of 
subscriptions  to  the  stock  of  a  bank.^*  Directors  are  personally 
liable  to  a  corporate  creditor  for  incurring  debts  in  excess  of  the 
amount  of  indebtedness  allowed  by  the  charter.^"  Liability  of  a 
director,  under  New  Jersey  statutes,  for  dividend  paid  out  of 
capital  stock,  can  not  be  enforced  in  New  York  upon  a  director 
of  the  corporation  doing  business  there,  though  the  dividend  was 
■declared  and  paid  there.  The  liability,  though  not  a  penal  statute, 
is  a  liability  imposed  by  another  State,  and  does  not  rest  on 
contract,  or  on  the  common  law.  But  the  New  Jersey  corporation 
may  sue  its  directors  in  New  York  to  recover  such  a  dividend 
paid  there  under  the  New  York  statutes ;  or  make  directors  jointly 
and  severally  liable  for  the  payment  of  an  unlawful  dividend, 
and  authorize  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  New  York 
to  enforce  against  its  directors  a  liability  for  making  unauthorized 
dividends,  to  the  same  extent  as  directors  of  a  domestic  corpor- 
ation would  be  liable.^"  A  creditor  of  a  corporation  can  not  com- 
plain of  mismanagement  by  officers  or  agents  at  a  time  prior  to 
the  time  when  the  credit  was  extended.^^ 

§  747.  Degree  of  care  and  skill  required  of  officers. — Direc- 
tors must  have  reasonable  cajjacity,  and  exercise  their  best  judg- 
Tilent  if  they  would  escape  liability  for  mismanagement.^''  For 
supine  and  gross  negligence  on  their  part  and  malicious  exercise 
of  their  discretion,  which  amount  to  z,  breach  of  trust,  they  are 
liable  in  damages.^^     Good  faith  in  the  management  of  the  af- 

1*  Wickersham  v.  Crittenden,  93  20  Hutchinson  v.  Stadler  (1903,), 

Cal.  17  (1892).  83  N.  Y.  S.  509,  85  App.  Div.  424. 

15  National,    etc.   Co.   v.   Leland  21  Commercial     Bank,     etc.     v. 
(1899),  94  Fed.  502.  Warthen  (1904),  119  Ga.  990. 

16  Solomon   v.    Penoyar    (1891),  22Hun   v.    Cary,    82   N.   Y.    74; 
89  Mich.  11.  Vance  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  4  Lea, 

iTCoc^rill  v.  Aheles   (1898),  86  385. 

Fed.  505.  23  Charitable  Corporation  v.  Sut- 

18  Coddington    v.    Canaday,    61  ton,  2  Atk.  400,  and  the  cases  cited 

N.  E.  567  (1901),  157  Ind.  243.  above. 

'  19  Guenther  '■?.  Baskett,  etc.  Co. 
(Ky.),  52  S.  "W.  931. 
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fairs  committed  to  their  charge,  is  a  primary  requisite  from  the 
fiduciary  position  occupied  by  directors  whether  they  are  regarded 
as  strict  trustees  or  not.^*     They  are  not  liable  for  errors  in  the 
exercise  of  a  discretion  confided  to  them,  unless  so  great  as  to 
amount  to  gross  negligence,  or  to  evince  want  of  ordinary  cap- 
acity or  to  warrant  the   imputation    of   fraud. ^°     "Where    the 
ground  of  liability  is  for  non-feasance,  negligence  or  mis  judgment 
in  respect  to  matters  within  the  scope  of  the  proper  powers  of 
the  officer,  he  will  be  held  responsible  only  for  a  failure  to  bring 
to  the  discharge  of  his  duties  such  degree  of  inattention,  care, 
skill  and  judgment  as  are  ordinarily  used  and  practiced  in  the 
discharge  of  such  duties  or  employments ;  the  degree  of  care,  skill 
and  judgment  depending  upon  the  subject  to  which  it  is  to  be 
applied,  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  usage 
of  business. "^°     Whether  a  particular  act  of  the  directors  is  under 
the  circumstances  performed  with  ordinary  prudence,  skill  and 
care,  or  whether  it  be  rash,  and  imprudent,  is  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine.^^    But  the  rule  that  relieves  the  corporate  officer  from 
liability  for  mistakes  of  judgment  or  discretion,  does  not  apply 
in  case  of  loss  or  damage  resulting  from  his  neglect  to  exercise 
due   diligence   and   proper   care   and   skill.     "Directors   are   not 
merely  bound  to  be  honest ;  they  must  also  be  diligent  and  care- 
ful in  performing  the  duties  they  have  undertaken.    They  can  not 
excuse  imprudence,  on  the  ground  of  their  ignorance  or  inex- 
perience, or  the  honesty  of  their  intentions ;  and,  if  they  commit 
an   error  of   judgment  through  mere  recklessness   or  want  of 
ordinary  prudence  and  skill,  the  corporation  may  hold  them  re- 
sponsible for  the  consequences."^'    The  fact  that  they  acted  in 
good  faith,  is  no  defense  to  an  action  against  directors  for  dam- 

24  Bank  of  St.  Marys  v.  St.  John,  26  North  Hudson,  etc.  Assn.  v. 
25  Ala.  611;  Smith  v.  PrattvUle  Childs,  82  Wis.  460,  33  Am.  St. 
Manuf.  Co.,  29  Ind.  503;  Ryan  v.      Rep.  57. 

Leavenworth,  etc.  R.  Co.,  21  Kan.  2?  Hun  v.  Gary,  82  N.  T.  65,  37 

36;    Shea  v.  Mabry,   1   Lea,   319;  Am.  Rep.   546.     Cf.  Van  Dyck  v. 

Vance  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  4  Lea,  McQuade,  86  N.  Y.  38.     See,  also, 

385.  Sperlng's  Appeal,  71  Pa.  St.  11,  10 

25  Briggs  V.  Spaulding,  141  U.  S.  Am.  Rep.  684;  Scott  v.  De  Peyster, 
132;  Hibernia  Assn.  v.  McGrath,  1  Bdw.'  Ch.  513;  Litchfield  v. 
154  Pa.  St.  296,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  White,  2  Sand.  545;  Liquidators, 
828;  Warren  v.  Robison,  19  Utah,  etc.  v.  Douglas,  11  Ses.  Cas.  3d 
289,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  734;  Ritchie  series,  112. 

V.  McMullen,  25  C.  C.  A.  50,  168  28  Marshall     v.     Farmers,'     etc. 

IJ.  S.  710,  79  Fed.  522;  Godbold  v.  Bank,    85    Va.    676,.  17    Am.    St. 

Branch   Bank,   11   Ala.   191;    Van  Rep.  84. 
Dyck  V.  McQuade,  86  N.  Y.  38. 
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ages  resulting  from  ultra  vires  acts.^'  One  who  has  acted  as 
trustee  may  be  liable,  although  he  was  not  legally  elected,  and 
was  not  a  stockholder.'"  As  a  general  rule,  there  is  no  wrong 
or  fraud  which  directors  of  a  company  can  commit  which  can  not 
be  redressed  by  appropriate  and  adequate  remedies."  But  a 
complaint  by  stockholders .  against  the  directors  of  a  ditch  and 
canal  company,  which  alleges  that  the  company  "is  incorporated 
under,  and  by  virtue  of,  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Cahfornia"  for 
the  purpose  of  constructing  a  water-ditch  for  irrigating  purposes, 
and  that  defendants  have  fraudulently  distributed  the  water  grat- 
uitously, withG'at  alleging  that  the  corporation  was  organized  for 
profit  or  for  the  purpose  of  selling  water,  does  not  state  a  cause 
of  action,  since  it  shows  no  misconduct  on  the  part  of  defendants.^^ 
§  748.  Personal  liability  on  contracts  on  behalf  of  the  cor- 
poration.— The  liability  of  directors  upon  contracts  entered 
into  on  behalf  of  the  company,  is  governed  by  the  same  principles 
of  agency  as  that  of  other  officers.  The  officer  is  not  personally 
liable  unless  expressly  made  so  by  statute.''  He  is  not  personally 
liable  if  the  contract  is  within  his  authority  to  make,  and  is  made 
in  the  name  of  the  corporation;'*  or,  if  he  had  no  authority,  but 
the  contract  is  ratified  by  the  corporation,  or  if  his  want  of  au- 
thority was  known  to  the  other  party."*  If,  having  authority  to 
contract  for  the  corporation,  he  did  not  disclose  the  fact,  but 
made  the  contract  in  his  own  name,  the  other  party  may,  at  his 
election,  hold  him  personally  liable,  or  may  hold  the  corpora- 
tion.'°    He  is  personally  liable  upon  a  contract,  made  in  the 

29  Lester   v.    Howard    Bank,    33  soHalstead  v.  Dodge  (1884),  51 

Md.    558,    3   Am.   Rep.    211;    Van  N.  Y.  Supr.  Ct.  169. 

Dyck  V.  McQuade,  45  N.  Y.  Super.  si  Cross  v.  Sackett,  16  How.  Pr. 

Ct.  620;  Ex  parte  Wilson,  L.  R.  8  62;    Robinson   v.   Smith,   3   Paige 

Ch.   45;    Hodgkinson  v.   National,  Ch.  222,  24  Am.  Dec.  216. 

etc.   Ins.  Co.,  26  OBeav.  473;   Will-  32Applegarth   v.    McQuiddy,    77 

iams    V.    Page,    24    Beav.    654;    2  Cal.  408  (1888). 

Lindley  on  Partnership,  592,  794,  ss  Frost  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Foster,  76 

except  where  there  is  doubt  as  to  Iowa,  535;   Knower  v.  Haines,  31 

the    limits     of    their     authority;  Fed.  513;  Sampson  v.  Fox,  109  Ala. 

Hodges  V.  New  England  Screw  Co.,  662,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  950. 

1  R.  I.  312,  3  R.  I.  9;  53  Am.  Dec.  s^,  Seeberger  v.  McCormick,  173 

624;    Spering's  Appeal,  71  Pa.  St.  111.    404;    Ogden  V.   Raymond,   22 

11,   10   Am.  Rep.   684.     As  where  Conn.  379,  58  Am.  Dec.  429. 

the  charter  of  a  company  is  a  com-  sb  Frost   Manuf.   Co.   v.    Foster, 

plicated  one  made  up  by  compar-  76  Iowa,  535. 

ing  sixteen  acts  of  incorporation  as  Neely  v.  State,  60  Ark.  66,  i& 

or  supplements.  Spering's  Appeal,  Am.  St.  Rep.  148. 
71  Pa.  St.  11,  10  Am.  Rep.  684. 
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name  of  the  corporation    in  excess  of  his  authority,    and  not 
ratified  by  the  corporation,  where  such  want  of  authority  is  un- 
known to  the  other  party."     He  is  Hable,  if  the  assumed  corpora- 
tion has  not  acquired  even  a  de  facto  corporate  existence  f^  or  if 
the  contract  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  corporation  to  make,  and 
the  other  party  has  no  knowledge,  and  is  not,  chargeable  with 
knowledge  of  such  lack  of  corporate  power  f^  or  if  it  is  a  foreign 
corporation,  which  has  not  acquired  right  to  do  business  in  the 
State.*"     The  common  law  on  this  subject,  as  to  directors,   is 
declared  in  the  English  Companies  Clauses  Act  of  1845,  which 
enacts  that  no  director,  by  being  party  to  or  executing  in  his 
capacity  of  director  any  contract  or  other  instrument  on  behalf 
of  the  company,  or  otherwise  lawfully  executing  any    of  the 
powers  given  to  the  directors,  shall  be  subject  to  be  sued  or  pros- 
ecuted, either  individually  or  collectively,  by  any  person  whom- 
soever, and  the  bodies  or  goods  or  lands  of  the  directors  shall  not 
be  liable  to  execution  of  any  legal  process  by  reason  of  any  con- 
tract or  other  instrument  so  entered  into,  signed,  or  executed  by 
them,  or  by  reason  of  any  other  lawful  act  done  by  them  in  the 
execution  of  any  of  their  powers  as  directors.*^     Being  agents 
and  trustees,  the  directors  are  entitled  to  be  indemnified  by  the 
company  from  all  losses  and  expenses,  in  good  faith  sustained  and 
incurred  by  them  in  the  exercise  of  the  trust  imposed  on  them.*^ 
There  is'  considerable  conflict  on  the  question  as  to  whether  direc- 
tors and  agents  are  entitled  to  any  indemnity  from  the  corpora- 
tion in  respect  of  unauthorized  expenditures.*' 

37  Small  v.  Elliott,  12  S.  D.  570,  the  directors,  their  heirs,  execu- 
76  Am.  St.  Rep.  630;  Frankland  v.  tors  and  administrators,  shall  be 
Johnson,  147  111.  520,  37  Am.  St.  Indemnified  out  of  the  capital  of 
Rep.  234.  the    company    for    all    payments 

38  Lasher  v.  Stemson,  145  Pa.  St.  made  or  liability  incurred  in  re- 
30,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  914;  Lewis  v.  spect  of  any  acts  done  by  them, 
Tilton,  64  Iowa,  220,  52  Am.  Rep.  and  for  all  losses,  costs  and  dam- 
436;  Bartholomew  v.  Bentley,  15  ages  which  they  may  incur  in  the 
Ohio,  659,  45  Am.  Dec.  596.  execution   of  the  powers   granted 

38  Abeles   v.    Cochran,    22    Kan.  to  them;  and  the  directors  for  the 

405,  31  Am.  Rep.  194.  time  being  of  the  companjr  may 

40  Ferguson   v.    Soden,   111   Mo.  apply  the  existing  funds  and  cap- 

208,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  512.  ital  of  the  company  for  the  pur- 

*i  8  Vic,  ch.  16,  §  100.  poses     of    such     Indemnity,     and 

•42  2     Lindley     on     Partnership,  may,    if   necessary   for   that   pur- 

760;    In  re  Court  Grange  Manuf.  pose,  make  calls  of  the  capital  re- 

€0.,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  494.    This  rule  is  maining  unpaid,  if  any.  8  vie,  ch. 

■enacted  by  the  Companies  Clauses  16,  §  100. 

Act  of  1845,  which  provides  that  *3  One  line  of  cases  holds  that 
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§  749-  Personal  liability  for  mistakes  of  law. — Mistakes  of 
law  will  not  render  the  directors  liable  for  a  loss  resulting  there- 
from, if  they  act  with  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  and  in  good 
faith,  even  though  they  might  have  avoided  such  mistakes  by 
taking  legal  advice.**  Thus,  in  a  Tennessee  case,  the  directors 
■of  an  insurance  company  re-elected  their  secretary,  buttool^  no 
new  bond,  supposing  that  the  bond  first  given  was  a  continuing 
security.  They  took  no  legal  advice,  but  in  other  respects  were 
good  business  men  and  stockholders  in  the  company.  It  was 
held  that,  as  they  acted  in  good  faith,  they  could  not  be  made 
personally  liable  for  the  secretary's  defalcation.*"  In  another 
case,  the  managers  of  a  building  and  loan  association  were  held 
not  to  be  personally  liable  for  losses  resulting  from  an  honest 
mistake  in  estimating  the  value  of  stockholders'  lands  on  which 
they  lent  money,  nor  for  a  defect  in  the  acknowledgment  of  a 
mortgage,  which  rendered  it  worthless.  But  they  were  held 
liable  for  losses  from  loans  made  on  personal  security  of  the 
stockholders,  in  violation  of  a  by-law  limiting  the  amount  of  such 
loans.** 

§  750.  Directors'  joint  and  several  liability. — Each  director 
is  answerable  only  for  his  own  acts  and  not  for  those  of  his 
associates.*''  Nor  is  he  responsible  for  those  of  his  predecessors, 
imless  he  continue  the  same  default  begun  by  them.*^  There- 
fore, in  order  to  charge  directors  with  joint  liability,  it  must  be 
shown  that  they  acted  together  as  a  board.*"     A  director  is,  of 

they    are    not:     In    re    National  *7  Carglll  v.  Bower,  10  Ch.  Div;. 

Building   Soc,   L.   R.   5   Ch.   309;  302;    Hargraves    v.    Chambers,  30 

In  re  Worcester   Corn   Exchange  Ga.  580,  590;  McMaster  v.  Kohner, 

€0.,  3  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  180;   Ex  12  Jones  &  S.  253;    Irvine  v.  Mc- 

parte  Cropper,  1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  Keon,  23  Cal.  472;  Weir  v.  Bell,  3 

147.     Cf.    2   Lindley   on    Partner-  Ex.  Div.  238;   Weir  v.  Barnett,  3 

ship,  765.    And  on  the  contrary  it  Ex.  Div.  32.    But  the  contrary  has 

has  been  held  that  they  were:  Ex  been  held  under  a  particular  stat- 

parte  Chippendale,  4  De  Gex,  M.  &  ute  in  Georgia.    Banks  v.  Darden, 

G.   19,  followed  by  Hoare's  Case,  18   Ga.  318,  334.     Thus,   directors 

30    Beav.    225;    Troup's    Case,    29  failing  to  account  for  profits  im- 

Beav.  353;   Baker's  Case,  1  Drew,  properly    received    by    them,    are 

■&    S.    54;    Ex   parte   Bignold,    22  only  severally  liable  each  for  his 

Beav.  143.  own  receipts.    Parker  v.  McKenna, 

44  Vance   v.   Phcenix  Ins.  Co.,  4  L.  R.  10  Ch.  96;  General  Exchange 

Lea,  385.  Bank  v.  Homer,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  180. 

•    45  Vance  v.  Phoenix  Ins.   Co.,  4  48  Moses  v.  Geoee  Bank,  1  Lea, 

Lea,  385  (1881).  398. 

46  Citizens'   Building,  etc.  Assn.  49  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jenkins, 

V.  Coriell  (1881),  34  N.  J.  Bq.  383.  3  Wend.  130. 
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course,  not  liable  for  a  breach  of  trust  or  improvident  act  commit- 
ted by  his  co-directors,  when  he  was  not  present  when  it  was 
decided  upon,  took  no  part  in  it  and  had  no  knowledge  of  it,  unless 
it  appears  that  he  might  have  prevented  it  by  ordinary  attention 
to  his  duties.^"  For  directors  are  not  partners  nor  guarantors 
of  each  other's  conduct;  but  where  all  concur  in  a  wrongful  act 
forbidden  by  a  statute,  or  are  guilty  of  neglecting  some  duty  en- 
joined by  it,  all  may  be  proceeded  against  in  one  action,  just  as 
several  joint-feasors  may.^^  So,  those  who  know  of  and  sanction 
a  breach  of  trust,  although  not  actively  taking  part  therein,  are 
equally  liable.'^  Directors  present  at  a  meeting  when  certain 
loans  not  unusual  in  amount  or  character,  were  reported  by  the 
executive  committee,  when  in  fact  no  loans  had  been  made,  but 
the  money  was  drawn  to  buy  in  shares  of  the  corporation  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  the  price  of  its  stock,  are  not  to  be  held 
liable  therefor,  merely  on  account  of  neglect  to  inquire  whether 
the  security  for  the  pretended  loans  was  good."'  Conversely, 
directors  who  are  actually  implicated  in  a  breach  of  trust  in  mis- 
applying the  corporate  funds,  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  there- 
for, although  they  only  sign  checks  prepared  by  others."*  Only 
those  directors  are  liable  who  were  in  office  at  the  time  the  fraud- 
ulent acts  were  committed."^^  But  those  have  been  held  liable, 
who  knew  of  the  breach  of  trust  and  took  no  steps  to  prevent  it, 
beyond  writing  a  letter  of  disapproval.^' 

§  751.  To  whom  directors  and  officers  are  liable. — Directors 
are  responsible  to  those  only  to  whom  they  owe  the  duty  of  dili- 
gence."' Thus  from  the  fiduciary  relation  which  directors  hold 
to  the  corporation,  to  its  stockholders  and  creditors,  they  are 
liable  either  to  the  corporation,  or  in  a  proper  case  to  the  share- 
so  Spering's  Appeal,  71  Pa.  St.  bs  Land  Credit  Co.-  v.  Fermoy, 
11;  Ashburst  v.  Mason,  L.  R.  20  L.  R.  5  Ch.  763. 
Bq.  225 ;  In  re  Montrotier  Asphalt  5*  2  Llndley  on  Partnership, 
Co.,  34  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  716;  Maisch  595;  Land  Credit  Co.  v.  Fermoy, 
V.  Saving  Fund,  5  Phila.  30;  Car-  L.  R.'5  Ch.  763. 
gill  V.  Bower,  10  Ch.  Div.  302;  os  Schley  v.  Dixon.  24  Ga.  273, 
Joint  Stock  Discount  Co.  V.  Brown,  279;  Bank  of  Mutual  Redemption 
L.  R.  8  Eq.  381.  Cf.  Lindley  on  v.  Hill.  56  Me.  385. 
Partnership,  596.  "o  2  Lindley  on  Partnership,  595, 
51  6  So.  L.  Rev.  411.  Article  by  citing  Joint  Stock  Discount  Co.  v. 
Seymour  D.  Thompson.                          Brown,  L.  R.  8  Bq.  381. 

62  Land   Credit   Co.   v.   Fermoy,  "^  6  So.  L.  Rev.  389. 

L.  R.  5  Ch.  763;  2  Lindley  on  Part- 
nership, 595. 
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holders  or  creditors,  for  a  fraudulent  breach  otf  trust  or  mis- 
application of  corporate  funds,  whereby  a  loss  or  injury  results 
to  the  corporate  assets."^  They  are  responsible  to  the  corpora- 
tion itself,  either  at  law  or  in  equity ;  for  they  are  its  agents  and 
trustees."*'  For  wasting  the  assets  of  the  corporation  and  ren- 
dering the  shares  worthless,  a  shareholder  can  not  sue  the  direc- 
tors at  law,  for  the  duty  of  the  director  is  to  the  corporation, 
and  not  to  the  shareholder.'"  In  the  case  of  the  shareholder,  it 
is  a  matter  of  trust  not  cognizable  at  law."^  Directors  are  not 
liable  to  creditors  at  law  or  in  equity,  without  the  aid  of  a  stat- 
ute.'^ The  directors  of  a  bank  haye  been  held  to  be  trustees  for 
depositors  and  bound  to  the  observance  or  ordinary  care  and 
diligence,  and  liable  to  a  general  depositor  for  their  non-observ- 
ance."^    In  an  action  to  enforce  an  equitable  lien  against  a  cor- 


es Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp., 
§  314;  Charitable  Corp.  v.  Sutton, 
2  Atk.  400;  Kohler  v.  Black  River, 
.etc.  Co.,  2  Black,  721;  Gindrat  v. 
Dane,  4  Cliff.  260;  Robinson  v. 
Smitli,  3  Paige  Ch.  222,  24  Am. 
Dec.  212;  Bank  of  St.  Marys  v. 
St.  John.  25  Ala.  611;  Smith  v. 
Poor,  40  Me.  415;  Peabody  v.  Flint, 
6  Allen,  56;  Citizens'  Loan  Assn. 
V.  Lyon,  29  N.  J.  Eg.  110;  Atfy- 
Gen.  V.  XJtica  Ins.  Co.,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  389;  Cunningham  v.  Pell,  5 
Paige,  607;  Greaves  v.  Gonge,  69 
N.  Y.  154 ;  Spering's  Appeal,  71  Pa. 
St.  11;  Hazard  v.  Durant,  11  R.  I. 
195;  Shea  v.  Mabry,  1  Lea,  319. 

59  Godbold  v.  Branch  Bank  of 
Mobile,  11  Ala.  191;  Simons  v. 
Vulcan  Oil  &  Min.  Co.,  61  Pa.  St 
20;  Spering's  Appeal,  71  Pa. 
St.  11. 

60  Smith  V.  Kurd,  12  Mete.  371. 

61  Smith  V.  Poor,  40  Me.  415; 
Allen  V.  Curtis,  26  Conn.  456; 
Faurie  v.  Millaudon,  3  Mart.  N.  S. 
476.  But  Kimmel  v.  Stoner,  18  Pa. 
St.  155,  holds  otherwise. 

62  Snyder  v.  Wiley,  59  Tex.  448; 
Frost  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Foster,  76 
Iowa,  535;  6  So.  L.  J.  390.  Under 
a  provision  in  the  charter  of  a 
trust  company,  that  the  "direct- 
ors shall  be  liable  to  the  creditors 
and  stockholders"   for  loss  occa- 


sioned by  remissness  in  the  dis- 
charge of  their  official  duties,  a 
creditor  cannot  maintain  a  suit  at 
law,  but  must  bring  a  bill  in 
equity.  Crown  v.  Brainerd,  57  Vt. 
625   (1884). 

63  Marshall  v.  Farmers',  etc. 
Bank,  85  Va.  676,  17  Am.  St.  Rep. 
84;  Delano  v.  Case  (1887),  121  111. 
247,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  81.  The  court 
In  this  case  cited  and  relied  on 
Percy  v.  Millaudon,  8  Mart.  N.  S. 
68;  United  Society  of  Shakers  v. 
Underwood,  9  Bush,  609;  Morse  on 
Banks  and  Banking  (2d  ed.),  133; 
Thompson  on  Liability  of  Officers 
and  Agents,  395;  Shea  v.  Mabry,  1 
Lea,  319;  Hodges  v.  New  England 
Screw  Co..  1  R.  I.  312;  Wharton 
on  Negligence,  §  510.  Two  judges 
dissented.  Ih  the  principal  case  it 
was  held  that  depositors  may  re- 
cover from  directors  for  negli- 
gence in  allowing  a  bank  to  be 
held  out  as  solvent.  Delano  v. 
Case  (1887),  121  111.  247,  2  Am.  St. 
Rep.  81.  It  may  be  said  as  Judge 
Thompson,  in  6  So.  L.  Rev.,  p.  390, 
says,  there  are  American  cases  in 
which  directors  of  a  savings  bank 
have  been  held  liable  to  deposit- 
ors in  equity  for  negligence 
(Maisch  v.  Saving  Fund,  5  Phila. 
30;  Leffman  v.  Flanigan,  5  Phila. 
155);   but  as  the  plan  on  which. 
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poration,  no  fraud  being  charged  against  the  directors  nor  relief 
sought  from  them,  it  was  held  that  they  could  not  be  joined  with 
the  corporation  as  defendants."  And  in  cases  in  which  the  di- 
rectors or  other  officers  and  a,gents  of  a  corporation  are  made 
co-defendants,  a  decree  for  an  injunction  and  accounting  will  not 
issue  against  them  individually,  where  the  corporation  is  solvent, 
and  where  they  have  not,  as  individuals,  violated,  and  are  not 
threatening  to  violate,  any  rights  of  the  complainant.'^ 

§  752.  Liability  of  the  directors  to  the  corporation. — It  can 
hardly  be  said  that  there  is  an  exception  to  the  doctrine  that  for 
any  breach  of  official  duty,  through  which  a  private  corporation 
suffers,  it  may  recover  in  an  action  for  such  default  against  its 
directors  or  officers.  Even  where  there  is  no  remedy  in  favor  of 
individual  members  or  creditors  of  the  corporation,  against  de- 
faulting officers  or  unfaithful  trustees,  one  will  be  found  to  exist 
in  favor  of  the  company  itself.''^  And  where  there  is  no  remedy 
provided  by  statute  in  the  first  instance,  in  favor  of  individual 
members  or  creditors  of  the  corporation  against  officers  or  direc- 
tors for  breaches  of  official  duty,  an  action  for  any  infringement 
of  the  rights  of  the  corporation  lies  primarily  in  favor  of  the 
corporate  body.*'  And,  generally,  the  failure  or  refusal  of  the 
corporation  itself  to  demand  redress,  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  right  of  the  shareholders  to  sue,  or  to  appear  as  plaintiffs."* 

the  corporation  was  organized  is  164,  citing  Smith  v.  Poor,  40  Me. 

not  set  out  in  the  reports,  we  are  415;  Smith  v.  Hurd,  12  Mete.  371; 

left  at  liberty  to  conclude  that  it  Hersey  v.  Veazie,  24  Me.  9. 

may  have  heen  similar  to  that  of  «t  6  So.  L.  Rev.  164;  Wilson  v. 

a  mutual  insurance  company,  the  Rogers,    1   Wyom.    51;    Abhott  v. 

depositors  being  members.    There  Merriam,    8    Cush.    588;    Ryan   v. 

is  also  a  case  where  directors  were  Leavenworth,  etc.  R.  Co.,  21  Kan. 

held  liable  for  negligence  in  suf-  365;    Denny  v.  Manhattan  Co.,   2 

fering  the  ministerial  officials  of  Den.   115;    United  Soc.   v.  Under- 

a  corporation  to  convert  to  the  use  wood,   9  Bush,   609,   15  Am.  Rep. 

of   a    corporation    certain   special  731;     Stevens     v.     Davidson,     IS 

deposits  (United  Society  of  Shak-  Grat.  819,  98  Am.  Dec.  692;  Ami- 

ers  V.  Underwood,  9  Bush,  609,  13  siana  v.  Goldthwaite,  34  Tex.  125; 

Am.  L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  211);  but  the  Bedford  R.  Co.  v.  Bowser.  48  Pa. 

case,   so  far  as  we  know,  stands  St.  29;  Citizens'  Building  Assn.  v. 

alone,    and    cannot    be    supported  Coriell,  34  N.  J.  Bq.  383;  Williams 

upon  principle.  v.  Riley,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  398;  Oakland 

«4  Norwood     v.     Memphis     and  Bank  v.  Wilcox,  30  Cal.  126. 

Charleston  R.  Co.   (1883),  72  Ala.  ss  Kennebec,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Port- 

563.  land,  etc.  R.  Co.,  54  Me.  73,  181; 

05  Howard    v.     St.    Paul    Plow-  Hersey    v.     Veazey,     24    Me.     9; 

Works  (1888),  35  Fed.  Rep.  743.  Greaves  v.  Gonge,   69  N.  Y.  154; 

60  W.  P.  Wade  in  6  So.  L.  Rev.  Memphis  City  v.  Dean,  8  Wall.  64, 
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A  stockholder  can  not  sue  an  officer  for  injury  to  corporation  prop- 
erty, caused  by  his  misfeasance  in  office,  unless  the  corporation 
refuses  to  sue,  and  in  that  case  the  corporation  must  be  made 
a  party  defendant."'  Suit  may  be  brought  by  stockholders,  how- 
ever, when  demand  upon  the  corporation  to  sue  would  be  useless.'" 
But  on  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  decided  without  qualification, 
that  suit  may  be  brought  by  a  stockholder  on  behalf  of  his  corpor- 
ation, against  the  directors  and  others,  for  frauds,  wrongs,  and 
breaches  of  trust,  and  for  the  recovery  from  them  of  money  of 
which  the  corporation  has  been  defrauded,  and  the  corporation 
be  joined  as  a  defendant.''^     Such  suit  may  be  brought  by  one  or 


73;  Dodge  v.  "Woolsey,  18  How. 
331,  345;  Brewer  v.  Boston  The- 
ater, 104  Mass.  378. 

69  Code  Civil  Proc.  N.  Y.,  §  452, 
providing  that  the  court  may  de- 
termine the  controversy,  as  be- 
tween the  parties,  where  it  can 
do  so  without  prejudice  to  the 
rights  of  others,  or  by  saving 
their  rights,  does  not  apply.  Nor 
does  section  1782,  allowing  a  cred- 
itor, trustee,  director,  manager  or 
other  officer  of  a  corporation,  hav- 
ing general  superintendence  of  its 
concerns,  to  bring  an  action 
against  the  officers  to  set  aside  an 
alienation  of  corporation  property 
made  by  them  contrary  to  law,  or 
foreign  to  the  business  of  the  cor- 
poration, apply  to  a  stockholder. 
Stromeyer  v.  Combes  (1888),  18  N. 
Y.  St.  Rep.  154. 

70  As  where  the  complaint  al- 
leges that  the  corporation  is  under 
the  control  of  the  defaulting  di- 
rectors. Moyle  V.  Landers  (1889), 
21  Pac.  Rep.  1133  (not  officially  re- 
ported). So  where  plaintiff  wrote 
to  one  W.,  as  president  of  a  cor- 
poration in  which  he  was  stock- 
holder, requesting  that  action 
should  be  taken  against  two  of  the 
directors  for  misconduct  and  neg- 
lect of  duty.  W.  wrote  that  he  had 
resigned  the  presidency  two  years 
before.  There  was  no  evidence 
that  he  ever  had  resigned,  and 
there  had  been  no  meeting  of  the 
corporation  since  his  election.  The 


two  directors  were  most  active  In 
the  management  of  the  company. 
These  facts  were  sufficient  to  en- 
title plaintiff  to  sue  as  a  stock- 
holder in  his  own  name.  Averill 
V.  Barber  (1889),  53  Hun,  636. 
But  in  an  action -ion  a  note,  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  stock  in  ^ 
corporation  of  which  plaintiff  was 
an  officer  was  delivered  to  secure 
the  note;  that  by  plaintiff's  negli- 
gence and  misconduct  as  such  of- 
ficer the  stock  depreciated  In 
value,  to  defendant's  damage.  But 
this  defense  was  held  not  availa- 
ble, as  it  would  in  eifect  be  an  ac- 
tion against  a  corporate  officer  by 
a  stockholder,  to  hold  him  respon- 
sible for  his  official  misconduct, 
without  request  and  refusal  of  the 
corporation  to  bring  the  action. 
Palmer  v.  Hawes  (1889),  73  Wis. 
46. 

71  Beach  v.  Cooper  (1887),  72 
Gal.  99.  And  where  plaintiff  al- 
leged that,  as  owner  and  lessee  of 
certain  valuable  coal  lands,  he  con- 
tracted with  defendants  to  develop 
the  same;  that  a  corporation  was 
formed,  of  which  defendants  and, 
plaintiff .  were  directors,  and  the 
lands  deeded  to  the  same,  plaintiff 
receiving  in  exchange  certain 
stock  of  the  company;  that  de- 
fendants, as  directors,  undertook 
the  development  of  the  mines,  ex- 
pended about  $15,000,  and,  after  a 
period  of  four  months,  discharged 
the  force  employed,   stopped  the 
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any  number  of  stockholders.''^  And  the  directors,  who  are 
charged  with  having  connived  at  such  defaults,  are  proper  parties 
defendant  in  such  action."  ■  An  averment  that  the  plaintiffs  have 
been  holders  of  the  stock  since  a  date  several  years  prior  to  bring- 
ing the  suit,  sufficiently  alleges  ownership  of  the  stock.''*  Defend- 
ants can  not  deny  upon  information  and  belief,  and  when  matters 
alleged  in  the  complaint  are  all  within  the  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendants, a  denial  upon  information  and  belief,  is  insufficient.'' 
Independently  of  statute,  a  court  of  equity  in  New  York  has  no 
jurisdiction  at  the  suit  of  the  people  to  compel  the  officers  of  a 
private  business  corporation  to  refund  property  of  the  corporation 
illegally  disposed  of.  And  the  fact  that  the  action  was  brought 
on  the  relation  of  a  trustee,  is  insufficient,  where  neither  the  com- 
plaint nor  the  title  of  the  action  shows  that  it  was  so  brought.'" 
In  an  action  by  stockholders  against  the  directors  of  a  corpora- 
tion, for  a  loss  incurred  by  their  unauthorized  acts,  where  the 
State  court  refuses  to  permit  the  receiver  either  to  sue  or  to  be 
made  a  party  defendant,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  court 
fails." 

§  753.  Liability  of  directors  to  creditors. — The  directors  of 
a  corporation,  by  some  courts  are  held  to  be  the  custodians  of  a 
fund  which  they  characterize  as  a  trust  fund  for  the  security  of 
creditors.''*     The  directors  are  not  trustees  for  the  creditors'  in  the 

work,  and  sold  the  machinery  to  against  them  by  an  individual 
one  of  their  number,  ■whereby  stockholder.  Gates  v.  Sparkman 
plaintiff  had  been  damaged  a  cer-  (1889),  73  Tex.  619. 
tain  amount  by  the  depreciation  72Moyle  v.  Landers  (1889),  21 
of  his  stock,  and  also  a  certain  Pac.  Rep.  1133  (not  officially  re- 
amount  by  failure  of  the  lands  to  ported). 

increase  in  value  as  they  would  fsMoyle  v.  Landers  (1889),  21 
have  done.  The  petition  showed  Pac.  Rep.  1133  (not  officially  re- 
no  fraud  or  oppression  on  the  part  ported) . 

of  defendant,  nor  did,  it  state  that  TiMoyle  v.  Landers  (1889),  21 
the  work  of  development  could  Pac.  Rep.  1133  (not  officially  re- 
have  been  accomplished  by  a  rea-  ported). 

sonable  expenditure,  or  that  there  tb  Loveland  v.  Garner  (1888),  94 

was    any   probability   that   profits  Cal.  298. 

would  have  resulted  from  the  de-  76  People   v.    Ballard    (1889),    3 

velopment  of  the  mines.     It  was  N.  Y.  Supp.  845. 
not  clearly  stated  what  the  value  77  porter    v.    Sabin    (1888),    36 

of  plaintiff's  stock  was,  or  would  Fed.  Rep.  475. 
have  been,   if  the  adventure  had  78  Wood   v.   Dummer,    3   Mason, 

been  carried  out.     It  was  simply  308;  Vose  v.  Grant,  15  Mass.  506 

held  that  no  such  abuse  of  defend-  Spear  v.   Grant,    16   Mass.   9,   15 

ants'    powers    as     directors    was  Baker  v.  Atlas  Bank,  9  Mete.  192 

shown  as  would  authorize  a  suit  Mumma   v.    Potomac   Co..    8    Pet^ 
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sense,  however,  in  which  an  agent  is  trustee  for  his  principal,^* 
and  hence  are  not  Hable  to  them  for  mere  nonfeasance,  but  only 
misfeasance.*"  But  they  are  liable,  in  equity,  to  the  creditors  of 
the  corporation,  where  their  wrongful  acts  have  resulted  in  dim- 
inishing its  assets  to  which  the  latter  have  a  right  to  look  for  the 
payment  of  their  claims.*^  Thus,  directors,  in  a  court  of  equity, 
are  held  liable  to  creditors,  as  for  breach  of  trust,  in  case  of  wilful 


286;  Curran  v.  Arkansas,  15  How. 
304;  Tarbell  v.  Page,  24  111.  46; 
Ogllvie  V.  Knox  Ins.  Co.,  22  How. 
387;  Payson  v.  Stoerer,  2  Dill. 
431;  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  17  Wall. 
610;  Burke  v.  Smith.  16  Wall. 
390;  New  Albany  v.  Burke,  11 
Wall.  96;  Hlghtower  v.  Thornton, 
8  Ga.  486;  Robison  v.  Carey,  8  Ga. 
530;  Reid  v.  Eatonton  Co.,  40  Ga. 
102;  Slee  v.  Bloom,  19  Johns.  456; 
Briggs  V.  Penniman,  8  Cow.  395; 
Mann  v.  Pentz,  3  N.  Y.  422;  Hurd 
V.  Tallman,  60  Barb.  272;  Bank  of 
St.  Marys  v.  St.  John,  25  Ala. 
612;  Curry  v.  Woodworth,  53  Ala. 
375;  Smith  v.  Huckabee,  53  Ala. 
195;  Paschall  v.  Whitsett,  11  Ala. 
472;  Allen  v.  Montgomery  R.  Co., 
11  Ala.  437;  Bassett  v.  St.  Albans' 
Hotel  Co.,  47  Vt.  313;  Adler  v. 
Milwaukee  Patent  Brick  Co.,  13 
Wis.  57;  Miers  v.  Zanesville,  etc. 
Turnpike  Co.,  11  Ohio,  274,  13 
Ohio,  197;  Henry  v.  Vermillion, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  17  Ohio,  187;  Marsh 
V.  Burroughs,  1  Woods,  467;  Payne 
V.  BuUard,  23  Miss.  90.  In  Tink- 
ham  V.  Borst  31  Barb.  407,  the 
court  proceeded  on  the  Idea  that 
the  creditors  have  an  equitable 
lien  upon  the  assets  of  a  dissolved 
corporation  in  the  hands  of  one  of 
its  members. 

79  Pool's  Case,  9  Oh.  Div.  322, 
328. 

80  Fusz  T.  Spaunhorst,  67  Mo. 
256,  264.  See  in  support  of  the 
same  view.  Smith  v.  Hurd,  12 
Mete.  371;  Smith  v.  Poor,  40  Me. 
415;  Zinn  v.  Mendel,  9  W.  Va.  580. 

81  Penobscot,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Dunn,  39  Me.  587;  Bedford  R.  Co. 
V.    Bowser,   48    Pa.    St.    29.     And 


where  Laws  Minn.  1873,  ch.  11. 
§  23  (Gen.  St.,  ch.  34,  §  142)  de- 
clares that  "if  any  corporation  or- 
ganized and  established  under  the 
authority  of  this  act  shall  violate 
any  of  its  provisions^  and  shall 
thereby  become  insolvent,  the  di- 
rectors ordering  or  assenting  to 
such  violation  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  in  an  action 
founded  on  this  statute  for  all 
debts  contracted  after  such  viola- 
tion as  aforesaid."  It  was  held, 
that  where  a  series  of  acts,  or  a 
continuous  course  of  conduct,  on 
part  of  the  directors  in  violation 
of  the  statute,  finally  producing 
the  insolvency  of  the  corporation, 
is  begun  before  the  debt  of  a  cred- 
itor is  contracted,  the  debt  is  one 
contracted  "after  such  violation," 
although  the  series  of  acts  or 
course  of  conduct  is  not  com- 
pleted, or  the  insolvency  bf  the 
corporation  consummated,  until 
afterwards.  Patterson  v.  Minne- 
sota Manuf.  Co.  (1889),  41  Minn. 
84,  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  351.  And 
this  case  further  decided  that  the 
ultra  vires  acts  of  the  directors  in 
executing  accommodation  paper  in 
the  name  of  the  corporation,  or 
in  lending  its  funds  to  others,  con- 
stitute a  violation  of  the  act  "by 
the  corporation"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  The  directors 
of  a  company,  holding  property  of 
an  insolvent  company  in  trust, 
who  misapply  such  assets,  are  in- 
dividually liable  to  the  creditors 
of  the  insolvent  company  to  the 
extent  of  the  assets  so  misa^pplied. 
National  Bank  v.  Texas  Invest- 
ment Co.  (1889),  74  Tex.  421. 
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misappropriation,  or  misapplication  of  the  corporate  assets,  by 
gross  negligence,  whereby  they  are  lost  or  wasted,  resulting  in 
insolvency  of  the  corporation,  and  its  inability  to  pay  its  debts.'* 
But  such  misapplication  or  loss  must  have  resulted  from  the  of- 
ficer's own  fraudulent  or  wilful  act,  or  culpable  negligence  of 
duty,  and  not  by  reason  of  his  mere  mistake  or  error  of  judg- 
ment.*^ An  Unsecured  judgment  creditor  may  sue  directors  for 
illegal  preferences.** 

§  754.  Liability  of  the  directors  for  debts  of  the  corpora- 
tion.— Directors  of  a  corporation  are  not  liable  individually 
for  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  they  not  having  made  themselves- 
so,  or  unless  made  liable  by  statutes.*'*     So,  the  facts  that  the 


82  Briggs  V.  Spaulding,  141  V.  S. 
132;  Millsaps  v.  Chapman,  76  Miss. 
942,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  547;  Penu 
Bank  v.-  Hopkins,  111  Pa.  St.  328, 
56  Am.  Rep.  266;  Landis  v.  Sea 
Isle,  etc.  Co.,  53  N.  J.  Eq.  654. 

S3  Warren  v.  Robison,  19  Utah, 
289,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  734;  Briggs 
v.  Spaulding,  141  U.  S.  132. 

8*  As  where  the  directors  of  a 
corporation  known  to  be  insolv- 
ent granted  a  preference  to  the 
estate  of  a  deceased  director  and 
president.  The  hoard,  at  the  time, 
consisted  of  but  three  persons,  two 
of  whom  were  brothers  of  de- 
ceased, and  one  was  agent  of  de- 
ceased's estate,  and  voted  his 
stock.  One  brother  was  also  a 
creditor  of  the  estate.  The  pref- 
erence was  held  illegal,  and  that 
an  unsecured  judgment  creditor  of 
the  corporation  could  recover  of 
the  two  brothers  who  had  voted 
for  the  preference,  such  percent- 
age of  his  debt  as  he  would  have 
received  if  the  sum  wrongfully 
paid  had  been  divided  pro  rata 
among  all  the  unsecured  credit- 
ors, but  could  not  charge  the  other 
director,  who  was  not  present  at 
any  of  the  directors'  meetings,  and 
did  not  vote  for  the  preference. 
Adams  v.  Kehlor  Milling  Co.,  36 
Fed.  Rep.  212  (1888).  But  a  cred- 
itor at  large  cannot,  under  §§  1781, 
1782,  of  N.  Y,  Code,  maintain  an 
action  against  directors  of  a  cor- 
poration for  their  misconduct.    A 


judgment  creditor,  only,  is  entitled 
to  sue.  Paulsen  v.  Van  Steen- 
bergh,  65  How.  Pr.  342.  And 
under  the  Missouri  statute,  a  cred- 
itor of  a  dissolved  corporation, 
the  assets  of  which  have  been  ap- 
propriated by  the  directors,  can 
only  maintain  an  action  against 
them  aftfer  an  ascertainment  in 
equity  of  the  amount  due  him, 
unless  his  claim  is  the  only  one 
that  the  corporation  owed  at  the 
time  of  Its  dissolution,  or  unless 
the  assets  appropriated  by  the  di- 
rectors exceed  such  claim  in 
amount.  Horner  v.  Carter,  3  Mc- 
Crary  C.  Ct.  595.  Though  where, 
at  the  time  of  the  loss  of  a  policy- 
holder in  a  mutual  assessment 
fire  insurance  association,  there 
was  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
company,  arising  from  dues  and 
advance  assessments,  which  was 
appropriated  by  the  company  to 
the  payment  of  its  privilege  taxes 
and  attorneys'  fees,  stripping  it  of 
its  assets  and  rendering  it  insolv- 
ent, the  directors  and  corporators 
of  the  company  are  personally  lia- 
ble to  the  assured  for  the  loss,  the  - 
sum  misappropriated  being  In  ex- 
cess of  the  sum  needed  to  satisfy 
hi^  demand.  Stewart  v.  Lee  Mut- 
ual Fire  Ins.  Assn.  (1887),  64 
Miss.  499. 

soLeggand  Co.  v.  Dewing,  25  R. 
I.  568;  Snyder  v.  Wiley,  59  Tex. 
448. 
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directors  of  a  corporation  have  mismanaged  its  business,  and 
contracted  an  indebtedness  in  excess  of  the  limit,  prescribed  by  its 
charter,  and  the  published  notice  of  incorporation,  do  not  render 
them  liable  to  creditors  of  the  corporation,  unless  made  so  by  the 
provisions  of  the  charter,  or  some  general  statute;  and  it  is  im- 
material that  the  creditors  allege  that  credit  was  extended  in 
reliance  on  the  business  character  and  responsibility  of  the  direc- 
tors.*'^ But  the  directors  of  a  corporation  may  be  held  individ- 
ually liable  for  debts  contracted  by  them  for  the  company  in 
excess  of  the  limit  of  indebtedness  fixed  by  a  statute ;  and  the 
remedy  against  them  is  in  equity,  not  having  Keen  pre_scribed  by 
the  statute.^^  The  law  prohibiting  the  directors  of  a  corporation 
from  creating  debts  "beyond  their  subscribed  capital  stock," 
under  penalty  of  being  individually  liable  therefor,  applies  to 
all  the  subscribed  capital  stock,  whether  paid  in  or  not,  and  regard- 
less of  the  disposition  made  of  it;  and  the  debts  do  not  include 
capital  stock  paid  for  corporate  property.**  But  railroad  direc- 
tors, authorized  by  law  to  contract  debts  for  construction  and 
equipment,  are  not  liable,  under  the  general  statute,  for  debts  so 
contracted,  though  exceeding  half  the  capital  Stock  and  assets. ^'^ 
Under  a  law  providing  that  persons,  who,  by  articles  'of  asso- 
ciation in  writing,  associate  themselves  together,  "and  who  com- 
ply with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  shall,  with  their  successors 
and  assigns,  constitute  a  body  politic  and  corporate,"  the  defend- 
ants organized  and  drew  up  and  signed  articles  of  agreement 
with  the  understanding  and  agreement  that  they  were  not  to 
take  effect  till  certain  things  were  done,  which  never  were  done. 
It  was  decided  that  they  did  not  constitute  a  corporation,  and 
that  the  president  and  directors  could  not  be  held  liable  for  debts, 

86  Frost  Manuf .  Co.  v.  Foster  76  tion  for  the  same  and  on  any  ex- 
Iowa,  555  (1889).  ecution    issued   on   any   judgment 

8T  Stone  V.  Chisolm  (1884),  113  obtained  thereon  in  the  same  man- 
XT.  S.  302;  Horner  v.  Henning,  93  ner  as  defendants  in  actions  of 
U.  S.  228.  By  the  statute  of  New  trespass  are  liable,  and  is  also 
York  every  oflBcer,  agent  or  stocli-  .deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor. 
holder  of  a  company  who  know-  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1845,  qh.  230,  §  1. 
ingly  assents  to,  or  has  any  Gf.  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  554, 
agency    in    contracting    or.    incur-  §  24. 

ring    any    debt,    in    excess  of   the  ss Moore  v.  Lent  (Gal.  1890),  22 

limit    of    indebtedness    prescribed  Pao.  Rep.  875;   Shea  v.  Lent  (Gal. 

by  the  statute,  is  held  personally  1890),  22  Pac.  Rep.  876. 

and    Individually    liable    to    pay  ss  Niagara     Bridge     Works     v. 

such  debt;   and  also  liable  to  ar-  Jose,  59  N.  H.  81. 
rest  and  imprisonment  in  any  ac- 
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under  the  law,  making  such  officers  personally  liable  for  debts 
contracted  by  corporations  failing  to  comply  with  certain  statutory 
requirements.'" 

Statutory  provisions. — Many  States,  for  the  protection  of  cred- 
itors, have,  by  statute,  made  the  directors  and  other  officers  liable 
for  corporate  debts,  as  a  penalty  upon  such  ofi&cers  for  neglect 
to  perform  certain  prescribed  duties,  or  for  committing  acts  pro- 
hibited, which  statutes  are  construed  strictly."^  As,  for  failure 
to  publish  or  file  the  articles  of  incorporation,  or  other  proceed- 
ings had  in  forming  the  corporation.''^ 

§  755.  For  what  debts  directors  are  liable. — A  tax  duly  as- 
sessed against  the  corporation,  and  presently  payable,  is  a  debt, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute;'^  so  also  is  a  judgment  for 
costs  against  the  company  ;°*  and  a  contract  obligation  to  one  em- 
ployed for  a  specified  time  by  the  corporation  at  a  fixed  salary, 
is  a  debt  from  the  time  the  contract  goes  into  effect.'^  But  a 
claim  in  tort  is  not  a  debt,  within  the  act,  even  though  it  has  been 
reduced  to  judgment ;°°  nor  are  unliquidated  claims  for  breaches 
of  contracts,  and  causes  of  action  incidentally  arising  thereon;"^ 
nor  are  bonds  of  the  corporation,  which  have  been,  with  the 
holder's  knowledge,  diverted  from  their  intended  and  authorized 
purpose.'^  A  renewal  of  an  old  debt  does  not  create  the  liability, 
though  the  indebtedness  exceeds  the  limit.^     The  liability  of  a 

90  Corey  v.  Morrill  (1889),  Gl  ss  Felker  v.  Standard  Yarn  Co.. 
Vt.  598.     But  in  this  case  one  of      148  Mass.  226. 

such     directors     having     visited  o*  Allen  v.  Clark  (1888),  108  N. 

plaintiff  at  his  place  of  business,  Y.  269. 

and   represented    that   the   corpo-  96  Brandt  v.  Godwin   (1889),  24 

ration  had  been  legally  organized,  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  305. 

and  that  he  was  a  director  in  it,  se  Chase  v.  Curtis.  113  U.  S.  452. 

and     plaintiff     having     on     the  97  Victory  Web  Printing,  etc.  Co. 

strength    of    this    representation  v.  Beecher,  26  Hun,  48. 

sold  goods  to  the  corporation,  and  as  Kirkland  v.   Kille.   99   N.   Y. 

accepted   notes,    such    director   is  390. 

estopped  from  setting  up  the  de-  1  Novelty  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Connell. 

fense    that    the    corporation    was  80  N.  Y.  254;  Jones  v.  Barlow,  62 

never  legally  organized,  and  that,  N.  Y.  202;  Rutland  Bank  v.  Page, 

therefore,  he  could  not  be  person-  53  Vt.  452.     So  in  an  action  by  a 

ally  held  liable  for  its  debts.  bank  receiver  against  certain  trus- 

91  Park  Bank  v.  Remsen,  158  U.  tees  of  a  mill  company,  it  ap- 
S.  337;  Bonnell  v.  Griswold,  180  peared  fhat  the  mill  was  indebted 
N.  Y.  128;  Chase  v.  Curtis,  113  in  excess  of  its  capital  stock  to 
U.  S.  452.  the    bank;    that    a   contract    was 

92  Edwards  v.  Armour  Packing  made  by  which  the  bank  agreed 
Co.,  90  111.  App.  333,  190  111.  467;  to  treat  the  debt  as  dead  or  sus- 
Kent  V.  Clark,  181  111.  237.  pended,  and  thereafter  to  cash  the 
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corporation  for  infringement  of  letters-patent,  is  not,  before  judg- 
ment, "a  debt"  for  which  the  officers  are  liable.^  The  statutory 
liability  does  not  embrace  debts  due  to  the  directors  personally.' 
The  liability  under  these  statutes,  before  suit  brought  to  fix  it, 
is  not  a  debt,  nor  any  fixed  obligation  to  pay,  but  only  that  from 
which,  by  the  prescribed  course,  an  obligation  to  pay  may  be 
raised.*  To  charge  a  trustee  of  a  manufacturing  corporation  for 
its  debt,  no  report  having  been  filed,  the  debt  must  have  been 
so  contracted,  as  to  give  a  present  right  of  action  against  the  cor- 
poration.^ For  default  in  failing  to  file  and  publish  such  required 
report,  or  for  making  false  report,  the  debts  for  which  the  offi- 
cers are  liable,  include,  among  others :  an  obligation  for  which 
the  corporation  has  become  liable,  though  it  is  not  yet  due;"  an 
unliquidated  claim  for  breach  of  contract  of  employment,  if  the 
claim  is  due ;'  unliquidated  damages  f  mortgage  bonds ;'  debts 
contracted  and  due  in  other  States  ;''■''  debts,  for  which  a  right  of 
action  exists.^^     The  liability  does  not  include,  wholly  executory 


of  the  defendants  and  the  bank 
mill  paper  when  Indorsed  by  one 
president  individually,  and  that 
subsequent  mill  deposits  were  to 
be  credited  on  the  new  account. 
They  were  credited  on  the  old  ac- 
count, and  the  indorsers  of  the 
paper  under  the  new  account  had 
no  notice  of  its  dishonor.  And  it 
was  considered  that  defendants 
■were  not  liable  under  the  law 
making  trustees  individually  lia- 
ble for  indebtedness  to  which  they 
have  assented  in  excess  of  the  cap- 
ital stock  of  the  company,  as  the 
new  paper  made  by  the  mill 
under  the  contract  was  paid,  so 
far  as  defendants  were  concerned. 
Patterson  v.  Robinson  (1889),  116 
N.  y.  193,  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  483. 

2  Child  V.  Boston  &  Fairhaven 
Iron  Works,  137  Mass.  516,  50 
Am.  Rep.  328. 

3  McClave  v.  Thompson,  36  Hun, 
365. 

4  Knower  v.  Haines,  31  Fed.  Rep. 
513 

B  Vernon  v.  Palmer,  62  How.  Pr. 
425.  And  where  a  lessee  agrees 
to  pay  the  taxes  assessed  on  the 


leased  property,  or  to  pay  ,  the 
amount  to  the  lessor  on  a  certain 
day  afterwards,  no  debt  is  due  to 
the  lessor  until  the  day  named. 
In  three  years  from  that  day  the 
bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
attaches.  After  the  bar  has  at- 
tached, it  follows  that  there  is  no 
debt  on  the  basis  of  which  the 
trustee  of  the  lessee  (a  manufac- 
turing corporation  organized 
under  the  New  York  act  of  1848) 
can  be  charged  for  a  default  in 
filing  an  annual  report  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  corporation.  Trinity 
Church  V.  Vanderbilt.  98  N.  Y. 
170. 

8  Providence,  etc.  Co.  v.  Con- 
nell,  86  Hun  (N.  Y.),  319;  Ver- 
non V.  Palmer,  16  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)    231. 

TCaty  V.  Sanford,  58  Vt.  632; 
Green  v.  Baston,  74  Hun  (N.  Y.), 
329. 

8  MacVeagh  v.  Wild,  95  Fed.  84. 

9  Morgan  v.  Hedstrom,  164  N. 
y.  224. 

10  Sears  v.  Waters,  44  Hun 
(N.  Y.),  101. 

11  Jones  V.  Barlow,  62  N.  Y.  202. 
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or  contingent  obligations/^  or  a  judgment  against  the  corporation 
for  tort.^^  It  includes  only  debts  arising  under  contract.  The 
debt  must  be  existing,  or  contracted  at  such  time  as  to  come  with- 
in the  statute.^* 

§  756.  Liability  for  failure  to  make  reports  required  by  the 
State. — There  are  statutes  in  some  of  the  American  States 
which  subject  the  directors  to  personal  liability  for  the  debts  of 
the  corporation  by  way  of  penalty  for  failure  to  make  annual  re- 
ports.^^  If  the  directors  comply  with  the  statute  by  filing  and 
publishing  the  report,  they  are  not  liable,  because  the  report  is 
false.^°  This  annual  statement  must  be  made  without  regard  to 
whether  there  waS,  or  was  not,  a  stockholders'  meeting;^^  The 
fact  that  it  is  not  actually  filed  within  the  twenty  days,  although 
made  within  that  time,  is  immaterial,  if  it  is  filed  within  a  reason- 
able time.^*    To  be  liable,  the  directors  must  be  such  at  the  time 


12  Lockhart  v.  Van  Alstyne,  31 
Mich.  76,  18  Am.  Rep.  156;  Gold 
v.  Clyne,  134  N.  Y.  262. 

13  Cable  V.  Gaty,  34  Mo.  573,  86 
Am.  Dec.  126. 

1*  Cameron  v.  Seaman,  7  Hun, 
«01,  69  N.  Y.  396,  25  Am.  Rep.  212; 
Providence,  etc.  Co.  T.  Hubbard, 
101  U.  S.  188;  Gold  v.  Clyne,  134 
TSr.  Y.  262,  58  Hun,  419. 

iBN.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564, 
^  30;  N.  Y.  Laws  1848,  ch.  40; 
1875,  ch.  611;  Chase  v.  Curtis,  113 
TJ.  S.  452.  New  York  Laws,  1875, 
ch.  510,  repeals  1848,  ch.  40,  §  12, 
a,nd  relieves  the  trustee  of  a  man- 
ufacturing corporation  from  lia- 
bility for  its  debts  for  failing  to 
file  th^  report,  and  it  was  so  held 
as  to  failure  to  flle  the  report 
due  January,  1875.  Victory  Web 
Printing,  etc.  Co.  v.  Beecher 
(1881),  26  Hun,  48.  Laws  N.  Y. 
1848,  ch.  40,  §  12,  provided  that 
«very  corporation  organized  under 
that  act  should  annually,  within 
20  days  from  the  1st  day  of  Jan- 
uary, make,  publish,  and  file  a 
verified  financial  report,  and  for 
a  failure  so  to  do  imposed  a  joint 
and  several  liability  upon  all  the 
trustees  for  all  existing  debts. 
This  act  was  so  amended  by  Laws 
1875,  ch.  510,  in  regard  to  preced- 


ing cases,  as  to  require  only  that 
the  report  should  be  made  within 
20  days  from  the  1st  of  January 
of  the  year  following  the  Janu- 
ary of  the  year  in  which  the  com- 
pany was  incorporated;  the  word 
"annually"  being  omitted.  The 
company  of  which  defendant  was 
trustee  in  January,  1867,  was  in- 
corporated in  1865.  It  was  held 
that  by  omitting  the  word  "an- 
nually" from  the  act  of  1848,  no 
liability  was  left  upon  defendant, 
in  a  suit  commenced  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1875,  for  an 
omission  to  make,  publish,  and 
file  a  report  in  January,  1867;  it 
not  being  shown  that  such  report 
was  not  duly  made  in  1866.  Carr 
v.  Risher  (1888),  50  Hun,  147; 
Clough  V.  Rocky  Mt.  Oil  Co.,  25 
Colo.  520;  Halsey  v.  McLean,  12 
Allen,  94  Mass.  439,  90  Am.  Dec. 
157;  Manhattan  Co.  v.  Calden- 
berg,  165  N.  Y.  1;  Cameron  v. 
Seaman,  69  N.  Y.  396,  25  Am.  Rep. 
212. 

16  Pier  V.  Hanmore,  86  N.  Y. 
95;  Bonnell  v.  Griswold,  68  N.  Y. 
294,  80  N.  Y.  128. 

17  Cooke  V.  Pearce,  23  S.  C.  239. 

18  Butler  V.  Smalley,  101  N.  Y. 
71. 
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of  default  in  filing  and  publishing  the  report,  and  the  debt  must 
be  then  in  existence.^"  An  annual  report  of  a  corporation,  signed 
by  two  only,  of  seven  trustees,  is  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  re- 
quirement of  the  law  that  a  majority  'must  sign  the  report.^" 
Only  thqse  in  office  at  the  time  fixed  for  the  statement,  were  liable 
for  failure  to  make  it.^^ 

Penal  nature  of  the  statutes. — These  statutes,  being  a  penalty 
upon  the  officers  for  their  neglect  to  make  reports,  are,  as  to  them, 
penal  in  their  nature,  but  are  not  penal  statutes  in  the  strict  sense, 
like  statutes  imposing  punishment  for  offenses  against  the  State, 
but  they  are  remedial,  as  respects  the  creditors.^^  A  judgment, 
recovered  against  a  corporate  officer  for  failjng  to  file  report  as 
required  by  such  a  statute,  n;ay  bp  enforced  in  other  States,  as 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,^^  and  that  the 
statute  is  not  penal  in  the  sense  of.  the  rule  of  international  law,^* 
under  which  penal  laws  are  not  enforced  in  other  States. ^° 

Requirements  of  the  statutes. — The  report  must  be  filed  or  pub- 
lished, or  both,^®  within  the  prescribed  time,^'  in  the  proper  office,^' 


19  Gold  V.  Clyne,  134  N.  Y.  262. 

20  Westerfield  v.  Radde,  67  How. 
Pr.  204,  12  Daly,  450. 

21  State  V.  Cox  (1883),  88  Ind. 
254;  Austin  v.  Berlin  (1889),  22 
Pac.  Rep.  433,  wliere  the  decision 
■was  that  the  directors  of  a  corpo- 
ration, whose  terms  of  office  began 
after  an  indebtedness  had  been 
created  against  the  corporation, 
and  after  default  had  been  made 
by  the  previous  board  in  failing 
to  file,  as  required  by  law,  a  report 
showing  the  amount  of  the  corpo- 
rate indebtedness,  are  not  liable 
under  Gen.  St.  Colo.,  §  252,  which 
provides  "that  all  the  directors  or 
trustees  of  the  company  shall  be 
jointly  and  severally  liable  for  all 
the  debts  of  the  company  that 
shall  be  contracted  during  the 
year  next  preceding  the  time  when 
such  report  should  .  .  .  have 
been  made  and  filed^  and  until 
such  report  shall  be  made."  Aus- 
tin V.  Berlin  (Colo.  1889),  22  Pac. 
Rep.  433.  And  the  directors  were 
made  defendants  because  of  their 
failure  to  comply  with  the  statute 
requiring  the   publication   of   the 


articles  of  association,  and  it  was 
held  that  they  were  liable  only 
for  breaches  within  the  time  cov- 
ered by  their  neglect  to  comply 
with  the  statute,  and  not  for  dam- 
ages occasioned  by  the  non-ful- 
filment of  the  contract.  Cady  v. 
Sanford,  53  Vt.  632;  Bank,  etc.  v. 
Hill,  56  Me.  385,  96  Am.  Dec.  470; 
Schofleld  V.  Henderson,  67  Ind. 
258. 

22  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U. 
S.  657;  Davis  v.  Mills,  99  Fed.  39, 

23  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U. 
S.   657,   14  Am.   St.  Rep.   344. 

2*  Huntington  v.,  Attrill,  146  U. 
S.  657;  Davis  v.  Mills,  99  Fed.  39; 
Park  Bank  v.  Remsen,  158  U.  S. 
337. 

25  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  The 
Antelope,  10  Wheat.  (U.  S.)   66. 

26  Cameron  v.  Seaman,  7  Hun 
(N.  Y.),  601,  69  N.  Y.  369,  25  Am. 
Rep.  212;  Whitney  v.  Cammann, 
28  Jones  &  S.  391,  137  N.  Y.  342. 

27  Cincinnati,  etc.  Co.  v.  O'Keefe, 
44  Hun  (N.  Y.)    64,  120  N.  Y.  603. 

28  Uptegrove  v.  Schwartzwael- 
der,  46  App.  Div.   (N.  Y.)   20. 
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setting  out  the  material  facts  required  to  be  stated,""  and  must 
be  signed  and  verified  by  the  designated  officers.^" 

What  will  not  excuse  the  default. — Failure  will  not  be  excused,, 
on  the  ground  of  insolvency,  and  transfer  of  all  the  corporate 
property  to  one  of  th^  creditors  f^  or  by  cessation  of  all  business 
and  winding  up  the  corporate  affairs  f^  or  neglect  of  the  secretary 
or  other  officer  to  file  the  report  in  due  time.^^ 

Presumption  that  the  neglect  was  wilful. — Neglect  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  will  be  presumed  to  be  wil- 
ful.^* The  term  "officers,"  in  such  a  statute,  includes  directors.''^ 
Only  those  who  are  directors  or  officers  at  or  during  the  time  of 
default,  are  liable.'*  An  officers  who  has  resigned,  is  not  liable, 
although  his  resignation  is  not  formally  accepted.^^  Such  retir- 
ing officer  is  not  responsible  for  such  default,  and  is  not  liable 
for  debts  subsequently  contracted.'^  An  officer's  liability  for 
such  corporate  debts  is  not  affected,  by  reason  of  illegality  in 
his  election,  or  that  he  was  ineligible  to  the  office.'*  An  officer, 
holding  over  after  expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  is  liable  for 
default  in  making  required  report.*"  When  the  statute  is  held  to 
be  penal  in  its  nature,  the  liability  will  not  survive  the  death  of 
the  officer,  as  a  claim  against  his  estate.*^  Discharge  of  the  cor- 
poration under  the  National  Bankruptcy  Act  of  1898,  does  not 
discharge  directors  for  any  such  statutory  liability  for  corporate 
debts."*"  A  statute  of  limitation  of  action  upon  statutory  penal- 
ties, will  apply  to  such  liability  to  creditors  for  corporate  debts; 
and  the  statute  commences  to  run  from  the  time  of  accrual  of 
the  cause  of  action.*' 

29Bonnell  v.  Griswold,  80  N.  Y.  Ind.   258.;    Bank,   etc.  v.  Hill,   56 

128;   Whltaker  v.   Masterton,   106  Me.  385,  96  Am.  Dec.  470. 

N.  Y.  277.  37  Wade  v.  Baker,  81  N.  Y.  622. 

30  International  Bank,  etc.  v.  ss  Vincent  v.  Sands,  42  How.  Pr. 
Faber,   79   Fed.   919,   30   C.   C.  A.  (N.  Y.)  231. 

178,    86    Fed.    443;     Hardman    v.  so  Easterly  v.  Barber,   65  N.  Y. 

Sage,  124  N.  Y.  25,  47  Hun,  230.  252. 

31  Gans  V.  Switzer  ,  9  Mont.  408,  *o  Jenet  v.  Nims,  V  Colo.  App. 
24  Pac.  18.  88,  43  Pac.  147. 

32  Witherow  v.  Slayback,  158  N.  41  Brackett  v.  Grlswold,  103  N. 
Y.  649;  First  Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v.  Y.  425;  Mitchell  v.  Hotchkiss,  48 
Lamon,  130  N.  Y.  366.  Conn.  9,  40  Am.  Rep.  146;  Githers 

33  Whitney  v.  Cammann,  137  N.  v.  Clarke.  158  Pa.  St.  616. 

Y.    342;     Van   Etten   v.   Eton,    19  42  In  re  Marshall  Paper  Co.,  95 

Mich.  187.  Fed.  419. 

34  Wilcox,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mosher,  43  Blake  v.  Clausen,  10  App.  Div. 
114  Mich.  64.  223,    158    N.    Y.    727;    Clough    v. 

35  Gaff  V.  Theis,  33  Ind.  307.  Rocky  Mt.  Oil  Co.,  25  Colo.  520. 
3«  Schofield    V.     Henderson,     67 
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§  757.  Liability  for  making  false  reports  to  the  State. — 
Other  statutes  make  directors  and  trustees  liable  for  false  re- 
ports made  by  them.**  The  report  must  have  been  knowingly 
false.*^  These  statutes  cannot  be  enforced  in  another  State,  even 
though  judgment  has  first  been  obtained  in  the  State  enacting 
them.  A  judgment  obtained  under  these  laws  merges  all  right  of 
action  of  such  creditor  against  the  officer  as '  a  stockkholder  of 
the  corporation.*^  In  a  suit  to  enforce  the  penalty  under  the 
Massachusetts  act,  which  makes  the  directors  of  a  corporation 


«N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564, 
§  31;  N.  Y.  Laws  1848,  ch.  40; 
1875,  ch.  611.  A  report  contain- 
ing the  names  of  two  persons  as 
stockholders,  and  stating  the 
amount  of  their  stock  as  actually 
paid  in,  where  in  fact  such  per- 
sons are  not  stockholders  at  all, 
is  "false  in  a  material  representa- 
tion." Brandt  v.  Godwin  (18§9), 
24  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  305.  But  such 
officers  are  liable,  though  they  had 
no  actual  knowledge  that  the  rep- 
resentations were  talse,  and  signed 
in  good  faith.  Torbett  v.  Eaton 
(1888),  49  Hun,  209,  Brady,  J., 
dissenting.  And  it  is  no  defense 
to  the  statutory  liability  that  de- 
fendant signed  such  report  in 
good  faith,  under  the  advice  of 
counsel,  and  believing  its  state- 
ments to  be  true.  Brandt  v.  God- 
win (1889),  24  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  305. 

4B  Pier  V.  Hanmore,  86  N.  Y.  &5; 
Pier  V.  George,  86  N.  Y.  613, 
where-  it  was  decided  that  to 
charge  a  trustee  of  a  manufactur- 
ing corporation  within  New  York 
Laws  1848,  ch.  40,  for  signing  a 
false  report,  knowing  it  to  be 
false,  some  fact  or  circumstances 
must  be  shown  indicating  that  it 
was  made  in  bad  faith,  or  for 
some  fraudulent  purpose,  and  not 
ignorantly  or  inadvertently;  and 
this  is  a  question  of  fact  that 
must  be  passed  upon  before  the 
liability  can  be  adjudged.  If  the 
report  filed  be  untrue,  and  consti- 
tutes a  false  representation,  it 
renders  liable  only  the  trustee 
who  signed  it,  and  who  signed 
Vol.  II  —  73 


knowing  it  to  be  false.  Where 
the  falsity  charged  consists  in  a 
statement  that  the  capital  stock 
had  been  paid  up  in  full,  without 
stating  that  a  portion  was  paid 
for  in  property,  it  was  held  that 
bad  faith  or  a  fraudulent  purpose 
must  be  shown,  as  the  penalty  fol- 
lows an  actual,  not  a  constructive, 
falsehood.  Bonnell  v.  Griswold, 
89  N.  Y.  122.  See  Bolz  v.  Ridder, 
12  Daly,  329.  A  complaint  in  a 
proceeding  Jo  charge  a  trustee 
with  a  debt  due  from  a  corpora- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  he  signed 
an  annual  report  which  he  knew 
to  be  false  in  a  material  repre- 
sentation, is  sufficient  in  alleging 
knowledge  of  the  falsity  of  the 
report,  without  stating  facts 
which  are  implied  in  such  allega- 
tion. Taylor  v.  Thompson,  66 
How.  Pr.  102.  And  conversely  it 
has  been  decided  that  Pub.  St. 
Mass.  ch.  106,  §  60,  providing  that 
the  officers  of  a  corporation,  who 
knowingly  make  a  false  certificate 
to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  sec- 
retary of  the  commonwealth, 
"shall  be  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  its  debts,"  applies  as 
well  to  debts  existing  when  the 
certificate  is  made  as  to  future 
debts.  Felker  v.  Standard  Yarn 
Co.   (1889),  148  Mass.  226. 

*sAttrill  V.  Huntington  (1889), 
70  Md.  191.  Reversed  on  writ  of 
error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  October  term,  1892, 
Huntington  v.  Attrill.  146  U.  S. 
657. 
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personally  liable  for  the  corporate  indebtedness,  where  the  cer- 
tificate, as  to  the  condition  of  the  corporation  is  false,  it  must 
appear  that  the  statements  in  the  certificate  were  wilfully  made, 
with  a  purpose  to  deceive.*'  ,  Intention  to  defraud  by  the  false  re- 
port is  not  necessary  to  show.*^  A  director  will  be  personally 
liable  when  he  had  no  intention  to  deceive,  as,  where  he  reck- 
lessly signed  a  false  report,  without  any  knowledge  either  of  its 
truth  or  of  its  falsity.  It  was  held  to  be  his  duty  to  ascertain, 
and  to  know  that  the  report  he  signed  was  true.*'  The  falsity  of 
the  report  must  be  material,  and  if  not  so  provided  in  the  statute, 
it  will  be  implied.'"'  In  the  absence  of  any  such  statute,  directors 
and  other  officers,  signing  and  publishing  any  false  report,  are 
liable  on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  deceit,  to  any  person  acting 
thereupon  to  their  injury. 

§  758.  Liability  of  directors  for  acts  of  agents  and  other 
appointees. — It  is  a  rule  in  the  law  of  agency  that  an  agent  is 
not  liable'  for  the  wrongs  committed  by  a  subordinate  agent,  ap- 
pointed and  controlled  by  him,  unless  he  authorized  the  wrong  or 
participated  in  it.°^  So,  ordinarily,  directors  are  not  liable  for  the 
misfeasance  of  officers  and  agents,  appointed  and  selected  by 
them  with  due  care,  except  such  wrong  doing  is  in  some  way  due 
to  an  ©mission  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  directors.^^    They  are 

*T  Pelker  v.  Standard  Yarn  Co.  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  de- 

(1890),  148  Mass.   226,   construing  fendant's    knowledge    of    the    cir- 

Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  ch.  106,  §  60.    In  cumstances  under  which  the  stock 

an  action  to  recover  from  the  trus-  was    issued.      Blake   v.    Grlswold 

tees  of  a  corporation  the  amount  (1877),  103  N.  Y.  429. 

of  a  deht  due  the  plalntilf  on  the  *8  Chittenden    v.    Thannhauser, 

ground    that    the    defendant    had  47  Fed.  410. 

been   guilty   of   actual   falsehood,  *»  Glthers  v.  Clarke,  158  Pa.  St. 

in  that  he  had  signed  a  report  re-  616;  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  118  N. 

quired  by  the  New  York  Manufac-  Y.  365. 

turer's  Act  of  1848,  which  stated  00  Butler  v.  Smalley,  101  N.  Y. 

that  the  capital  of  the  corporation  71. 

had  been  fully  paid  in,  while  in  01  Thoinpson  on  Liability  of  Of- 

fact  the  defendant  knew  that  the  ficers  and  Agents,  355.     And  see 

whole   stock   had   been   issued   to  41  L.  R.  A.  650. 

one  of  the  incorporators  in  pay-  52  Batchelor     v.     Planters'     Na- 

ment  of  lands  bought  by  him  from  tional    Bank,    78    Ky.    435,    446; 

another   corporation,   and  by  him  Batcheller    v.    Pinkham,    68    Me. 

conveyed  to  the  defendant's  com-  253;   Bath  v.  Caton,  37  Mich.  199; 

pany    at    a    grossly    exaggerated  Hewitt    v.    Swift,    3    Allen,    420; 

price,  the  books  of  the  two  compa-  Nicholson   v.    Mounsey,    15    East, 

nies   are  admissible   in   evidence,  384;  Stone  v.  Cartwright,  6  Term, 

not   only   to   prove  the   corporate  Rep.  411.     Cf.  Weir  v.  Bell,  3  Ex. 

acts   of   the   companies,   but   also  Div.  238. 
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not  sureties  to  the  corporation  or  its  stockholders  for  the  fidelity 
of  a  secretary  or  other  subordinate  officer  appointed  by  them, 
so  as  to  be  liable  for  his  embezzlement  or  defalcations,  if  they 
have  acted  prudently,  and  in  good  faith,  and  had  no  knowledge 
that   he   was   untrustworthy.^'' 

Directors  of  a  bank,  by  the  same  rule,  are  not  liable  for  the  dis- 
honesty or  negligence  of  the  bank  cashier,  or  other  bank  officers, 
when  they  themselves  are  guilty  of  no  negligence  or  dishonesty.^* 
The  directors  of  a  bank  who  receive  no  compensation  for  their 
services,  are  not  personally  liable  for  the  defalcations  of  their 
fellow  director,  whom  they  have  chosen  as  cashier,  teller  and 
bookkeeper  of  the  bank,  with  no  reason  to  suspect  his"  fidelity  to 
its  interests,  and  whose  past  life,  as  a  business  man,  so  far  as 
known,  ,was  a  guaranty  of  his  honesty  and  capacity,  and  whose 
experience  in  banking,  personal  and  financial  character  for  in- 
tegrity commended  him  to  all  business  men,  as  well  qualified  for 
the  position.''^  But  where  directors  sanction  a  breach  of  trust 
by  a  subordinate  officer,  or  by  negligence  or  inattention  enable 
him  to  divert  corporate  funds,  they  will,  no  doubt,  be  liable. °® 
Circumstances  may  exist  which  will  charge  the  directors,  although 
they  did  not  know  of  the  fraud  at  the  time  it  was  committed, 
as,  where  the  directors,  personally,  and  knowingly  derived  a  ben- 
efit from  the  fraud,  in  which  case  the  subordinate  agents;  who 
committed  the  fraud,  become,  in  a  sense,  the  agents  of  the  direc- 
tors.^^    So,  where  they  remove  safeguards   which  the  by-laws 

B3  Scott  V.  Ds  Peyster,  1  Edw.  bt  As  in  a  case  where  directors 
Ch.  513.  authorized  brokers  to  issue  a  Pras- 
ad Shering's  Appeal,  71  Pa.  St.  pectus  for  the  purpose  of  borrow- 
11;  Godbold  v.  Bank  of  Mobile,  11  ing  debentures  and  the  brokers 
Ala.  191.  Gf.  United  Soc.  v.  Un-  issued  a  prospectus  containing 
derwood,  9  Bush,  609.  fraudulent  statements,   a  director 

55  Savings  Bank  v.  Caperton  who  was  abroad  at  the  time  the 
(1888),  87  Ky.  306.  In  this, case  It  prospectus  was  issued,  and  knew 
was  said  the  directors  ordinarily  nothing  of  its  contents,  was  held 
need  do  no  more  than  to  see  that  not  liable.  And  one  who  received 
his  daily,  weekly  or  monthly  no  personal  benefit  from  the  trans- 
statements  correspond  with  the  action  was  also  held  not  liable, 
general  balance  upon  the  books  of  Weir  v.  Bell,  3  Ex.  Div.  238; 
the  bank.                                              ^  Browne  &  Theobald's  Ry.  Law,  110. 

56  AngelV  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  The  law  on  this  point,  say  Browne 
§  334;  Att'y-'Gen.  v.  Leicester,  7  and  Theobald,  is,  perhaps,  open 
Beav.  176;  Cargill  v.  Bqwcr,  10  to  reconsideration,  and  it  may  be 
Ch.  Div.  502;  Weir  v.  Barnett,  3  doubted  whether  the  better  opin- 
Ex.  Div.  32;  Weir  v.  Bell,  3  Ex.  ion  is  not  that  a  director  who  del- 
Div.  238.  egates  his  duty  to  another  person 
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throw  around  such  subordinate  officer,  and  permit  him  and  his 
assistants  to  act  as  brokers  for  persons  borrowing  money  of  the 
corporation,  and  to  become  borrowers  themselves,  without  ade- 
quate security,  and  by  these,  and  other  acts,  the  funds  of  the  cor- 
poration are  wasted.'**  Bank  directors'  liability  to  depositors,  in 
case  .of  insolvency  of  the  bank,  caused  by  frauds  of  the  cashier, 
so  concealed  that  the  bank's  affairs  could  not  have  been  discovered 
by  examination,  is  no  defense  where  the  directors  failed  to  make 
any  such  examination.^^ 

§  75g.  How  directors'  liability  is  fixed. — To  constitute  "as- 
sent" to  the  debt  which  the  statute  makes  the  ground  of  liability, 
there  must  be  something  more  than  mere  negligence  on  part  of  a 
director  in  not  knowing  what,  in  the  exercise  of  proper  care, 
he  ought  to  have  known.  There  must  be  some  wilful  or  inten- 
tional violation  of  duty,  assenting  to  it,  knowing  that  the  act  is 
being,  or  about  to  be  done.  But  if,  with  such  knowledge,  he 
neither  objects  to,  nor  opposes  it  when  his  duty  requires,  and 
when  he  has  the  opportunity  of  doing  so,  this  is  "assent."*** 
There  must  be  "something  amounting  to  wilful,  or  at  least  in- 
tentional violation  of  legal  duty,  either  ordering  the  act  done, 
participating  in  doing  \t,  or  assenting  to  its  being  done,  with 
knowledge  that  it  was  being,  or  about  to  be,  d6ne."°^  But  an 
assent  on  the  part  of  a  trustee  to  contracting  a  debt  in  excess  of 
the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation,  is  not  implied  by  his  neglect 
to  enter  his  protest  against  it,  upon  being  informed  ^hereof,  after 
it  has  been  incurred. °^  Neither  can  an  assent  be  implied  on  the 
part  of  those  trustees  who  are  never  present  at  the  meetings,  are 
never  conferred  with,  and  never  take  a  more  active  part  in  the 
administration  of  the  trust  than  to  affix  their  signatures  to  the 
yearly  reports."'     In  an  action  to  charge  a  trustee  of  a  manufac- 

is  bound  to  see  that  no  fraud  is  so  porbes  v.  Mohr   (Kan.  1904), 

committed    in    carrying    out    the  76  Pac.  827. 

duty;   so  that,  for  instance,  a  di-  oo  Patterson  v.  Minnesota  Manu- 

rector  who  authorizes  brokers  to  facturing  Co.  (1889),  41  Minn.  84; 

issue  a  prospectus  would  be  liable  42  N.  W.  926,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  671. 

for   a   fraudulent   statement    con-  8i  Patterson  v.  Stewart,  41  Minn, 

tained  therein.     Browne  &  Theo-  84,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  671. 

bald's  Ry.  Law,  110,   citing  Weir  62  Patterson     v.     Robinson,     36 

V.  Bell,  3  Ex.  Div.  328,  Judgment  Hun,  622,  116  N.  Y.  193. 

of  Cotton,  L.  J.,  and  Peek  v.  Gur-  oa  Patterson     v.     Robinson,     36 

ney  (Barclay's  Case),  L.  R.  6  H.  Hun,  622.  It  was  decided  that 
L.  377,  p.  392.                                       '  the  following  was  evidence  show- 

58  Charitable  Corp.  v.  Sutton,  2  ing  that  the  defendants  assented 

Atk.  400.  to  incurring  the  debt  for  the  ma- 


759.] 


LIABILITIES    OF   DIEECTOES. 


1141 


turing  corporation,  organized  under  the  New  York  statute,  with 
its  debts,  because  of  the  failure  to  file  a  report,  the  trustee  is  not 
bound 'by  a  judgment  obtained  against  the  corporation."*  Nor 
can  such  a  debt  be  proved  by  the  judgment  roll,  in  the  action 
against  the  corporation.*"  Whether  the  corporation  belongs  to 
the  class  requiring  such  statement,  is  to  be  determined  from  its 
charter."*  A  party,  holding  himself  out  as  trustee,  may  be  liable, 
even  though  it  appear  that  he  was  never  duly  chosen,  and  that 
he  owned  no  stock  in  the  corporation.*^  Where  such  a  law  has 
been  repealed,  and  when  the  corporation  was  organized  prior  to 
the  repeal,  the  directors  are  ncft  liable  for  a  debt  contracted  after 
such  repeal.*^  These  acts  should  be  limited  to  debts  to  creditors 
to  whom  such  excess  is  owing.*'  The  statute  being  mandatory  as- 
to  the  time  when  the  account  is  to  be  made  and  posted,  the  penalty 
attaches  on  the  failure  to  post  on  the  first  Monday  in  the  month ; 
■  and  a  complaining  stockholder  may  recover  for  the  failure,  though 
the  account  is  made  and  posted  before  the  begining  of  the  action.'"' 
Where  there  is  evidence  that  the  matter  of  filing  reports  had  been 


chinery  mentioned:  While  defend- 
ants were  directors,  and  both 
present  at  a  meeting,  an  order 
■was  made  authorizing  oije  of  the 
directors  to  buy  machinery  in  the 
company's  name,  provided  that 
two  of  the  directors  named  were 
to  "hold  the  company  harmless." 
Defendants  claimed  that  the  ac- 
tion of  the  board  was  in  fact  that 
said  two  directors  should  pur- 
chase the  machinery  on  their 
credit,  and,  if  it  proved  satisfac- 
tory, they  were  to  receive  a  roy- 
alty from  the  company  for  its'use. 
One  of  the  defendants  made  an 
admission  contradicting  this  the- 
ory. There  was  also  proof  that, 
though  defendants  at  first  ob- 
jected, on  the  agreement  of  said 
two  directors  to  pay  for  the  ma- 
chinery, they  assented.  The  ma- 
chinery was  shipped  in  the  com- 
pany's name,  used  and  sold  by  it, 
with  the  knowledge  of  defendants. 
Allison  V.  Coal  Creek  &  N.  R.  Co. 
(1888),  87  Tenn.  60. 

«*  Kraft  V.  Coykendall,  34  Hun, 
285. 

65  Chase  v.  Curtis,  113  IT.  S. 
452;  Brandt  V.  Godwin  (1889),  24 


N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  305.  But  it  has 
been  held  that  a  record  of  a  judg- 
ment obtained  in  another  state 
against  the  corporation  for  the 
same  cause  of  action  was  admissi- 
ble in  evidence.  Cady  v.  Sanford, 
53  Vt.  632. 

66  Cooke  V.  Pearce,  23  S.  C.  239. 

67  Halstead  v.  Dodge,  51  N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.  169. 

68  Slaymaker's  Adm'r  v.  Jaffray 
&  Co.    (1888),  82  Va.  346. 

69  Patterson  v.  Robinson,  37 
Hun,  341.  And  it  was  held  that 
Code  Tenn.  (Mill.  &  V.),  §  1858, 
providing  that  if  the  indebtedness 
of  a  mining  company  shall  at  any 
time  exceed  the  capital  stock  paid 
in,  the  directory  assenting  thereto 
shall  be  individually  liable  for 
such  excess,  applies  only  to  un- 
paid creditors,  to  the  making  of 
whose  debts  the  creditors  as- 
sented, and  not  to  other  creditors 
whose  debts  were  incurred /to  pay 
off  former  illegal  indebtedness  to 
which  the  directors  had  assented. 
Allison  V.  Coal  Creek  &  N.  R.  Coal 
Co.  (1888),  87  Tenn.  60. 

70  Schenck  v.  Bandmann  (Cal.' 
189(f),  22  Pac.  Rep.  654;     Though 
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discussed  by  the  directors  and  stockholders,  and  all  agreed  that 
it  was  not  necessary;  that  the  company  stopped  business  shortly 
afterwards,  and  never  resumed;  and  nothing  on  the  subject  is 
shown  to  have  occurred  afterwards  between  the  parties, — it  is 
error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  defendants' 
subsequent  failure  to  file  the  statutory  reports,  as,  if  this  failure 
was  caused  by  an  understanding  with  plaintiff,  he  is  estopped, 
and  whether  there  was  such  an  understanding,  is  a  question  fof 
the  jury.'^^  In  an  action  against  the  trustees  of  a  corporation  to 
enforce  their  liability  on  notes  of  the  corporation,  by  reason  of 
their  failure  to  file  and  publish  the  annual  report  required  by 
law,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  notes  were 
■given  pursuant  to  an  oral  agreement  between  the  parties  to  the 
suit,  who  together  owned  the  entire  stock  of  the  corporation,  that 
each  should  advance  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  corporation,' to 
the  amount  of  his  stock,  and  wait  for  payment  out  of  the  profits 
of  the  business,  as,  such  agreement  having  been  executed,  the 
enforcement  of  plaintiff's  notes  against  defendants  under  the 
statute   would   be   inequitable.^^ 

§  760.  Procedure  to  enforce  liability  of  directors  and  offi- 
cers.— The  personal  liability  of  directors  of  a  national  bank  for 
violation  of  the  law  by  declaring  dividends  in  excess  of  net  profits, 
and  for  lending  to  separate  persons,  firms  or  corporations, 
amounts  exceedmg  one-tenth  of  the  capital  stock,  can  not  be 
enforced  in  an  action  at  law.'^  If  the  statute  is  held  not  to  be 
penal  in  its  natuire,  the  liability  survives  the  death  of  the  director,'* 
but  if  it  is,  as  generally  held,  to  be  penal,  the  director's  liability 
does  not  survive  his  death,  to  be  enforced  against  his  estate;'* 
and  any  such  suit  pending  against  him  will  abate  in  case  of  his 
death  before  judgment  recovered  against  him.'"  A  stockholder, 
or  officer  de  jure  or  de  facto,''''  who  is  not  responsible  for  default 

it  is   admitted  that  they  did  not  74Farr   v.    Brlggs's    Estate,    72 
have  the  necessary  information  to  Vt.  2^5,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  930;  Mo- 
make  it,  and  the  burden  is  on  the  Comb  v.'  Kellogg,  48  Hun  (N.  Y.), 
directors  to  show  exculpatory  cir-  62]. 
cumstances.  '» Mitchell     v.     Hotchkiss,     48 

TiCarraher  v.  Mulligan   (1890),  Conn.  9,  40  Am.  Rep.  146;  Githers 

8  N.  Y.  Supp.  42.  V.  Clark,  158  Pa.  St.  616. 

72Carraher  v.  Mulligan   (1890),  76  Brackett  v.  Griswold,  103  N. 

8   N.  Y.    Supp.   42;    N.   Y.   3   Rev.  Y.  425. 

Stat.  (8th  ed.),  p.  1907,  §  12.  77  Easterly  v.  Barber,  65  N.  Y. 

73  Welles    V.    Graves,     41    Fed.  252. 
Rep.  459. 
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to  comply  with  such  statute,  and  who  is,  at  the  same  time,  a 
creditor  of  the  corporation,  may  enforce  the  HabiUty  of  the  direc- 
tors dr  other  officers.''  An  assignee  of  a  claim  against  a  man- 
ufacturing corporation  may  maintain  such  an  action  against  a. 
trustee  thereof.'"  An  action,  arising  under  such  acts,  survives 
the  directors  and  may  be  brought  against  their  administrators.^" 
And  the  fact  that  the  affairs  of  the  corporation  have  been  placed 
in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  neither  takes  away  nor  suspends  this 
right  of  action.'^  A  creditor  of  the  corporation  may  sue  one  or 
more  of  the  directors  to  enforce  the  liability  without  joining  all 
the  creditors  to  whom  they  are  liable,  or  all  the  directors  subject 
to  the  liability.*^  And  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  creditor,  before 
suing  the  directors,  shall  have  obtained  judgment  against  the 
corporation.  He  may,  if  necessary,  join  it  as  co-defendant  with 
the  directors,  and  establish  his  claim  against  the  corporation  in 
the  same  action.^^  The  provisions  of  law,  which  make  the  direc- 
tors and  officers  of  a  corporation,  whose  indebtedness  exceeds 
the  amount  of  its  capital  stock  personally  liable  for  such  excess, 
if  they  assent  thereto,  are  not  penal,  within  the  meaning  of  an 
act  which  makes  the  lapse  of  two  years  a  bar  to  an  action  for 
a  statutory  penalty.'*  Such  offenses,  therefore,  come  under  the 
law  which  provides  that  all  civil  actions,  not  otherwise  provided 
for,  shall  be  begun  within  five  years  next  after  the  cause  of  action 
accrued.'^  But  the  California  statute,  regulating  the  conduct  of 
mining  business,  requiring  the  directors  of  corporations,  organ- 
ized for  that  purpose,  under  a  joint  and  several  penalty  of  a 
thousand  dollars,  recovierable  by  any  stockholder,  to  post  in  a 
conspicuous  place  in  the  office  of  the  company,  on  the  first  Mon- 
day of  each  month,  a  duly  verified  and  itemized  account  or  bal- 
ance-sheet for  the  preceding  month,  is  penal  in  its  character; 
and,  as  ■  it  does  not  specifically  declare  that  the  penalty  may  be 
recovered  for  each  failure  to  comply  with  its  requirements,  there 
can  be  but  one  recovery  for  all  failures  prior  to  the  commencement 

78  Anderson  v.  Blattau,   43  Mo.         82  Patterson  v.  Minnesota  Manuf. 
42;   Sanborn  v.  Lefterts,  58  N.  Y.      Co.  (1889),  41  Minn.  84. 

179.  83  Patterson  v.  Minnesota  Manuf. 

79  Pier  y.  George,  86  N.  Y.  613,      Co.   (1889),  41  Minn.  84. 
reversing  20  Hun,  210.  siWolverton  v.   Taylor    (1890), 

soMcComb    V.    Kellogg    (1888),      132  111.  197,  23  N.  E.  Rep.  1007. 
47    Hun,    634,    construing    N.    Y.  86Wolverton   v.   Taylor    (1890), 

Laws  of  1848,  ch.  40,  §  23.  132  111.  197,  23  N.  E.  Rep.  1007. 

81  Patterson  v.  Minnesota  Manuf. 
Co.   (1889),  41  Minn.  84. 
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of  suit.^«     In  an  action  by  the  creditors  of  a  corporation  against 
the  directors  thereof  to  hold  them  personally  liable,  because  the 
debts  of  the  corporation  created  by  defendants  exceed  the  amount 
of  its  capital  stock,  it  is  enough  to  state  the  amount  of  such  capital, 
and  the  claims  which  are  outstanding,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  debts  should  be  due.     If  an  apparent  claim  is  not  real,  the  fact 
should  be  set  up  by  answer."     To  subject  the   directors  of  a 
corporation  to  Hability,  joint  and  several,  for  the  corporate  debts 
for  the  preceding  year,  upon  a  neglect  on  their  part  to  file  the  re- 
port of  debts  and  capital,  as  prescribed  by  statute,  it  is  held  that 
the  complaint  must  allege  that  the  company  was  transacting  busi- 
ness in  the  county  where  it  is  claimed  that  the  report  should  have 
been  filed,  and  must  state  the  contract  of  indebtedness,  which  is 
sued  upon,  as  well  as  set  forth  the  default  of  the  company,  and 
the  fact  that  the  parties  sued  are  directors  so  as  to  be  liable,  since 
the  corporation  is,  by    the  terms  of  the  statute,  charged  with  no 
such  duty  unless  these  facts  exist.^-^     The  directors,  when  sued 
to  enforce  their  personal  liability,,  can  not  question  the  original 
consideration  of  a  corporate  note  indorsed  before  maturity  to  a 
bona  fide  indorsee  for  value.^'     In  attempting  to  set  up  the  statute 
of  limitations,  defendants  failed  to  allege  that  they  were  trustees 
at  the  time  of  defaults  stated  by  them  to  have  occurred  in  previous 
years,  and  failed  to  allege  a  default  on  the  part  of  the  corporation 
in  performing  the  corporate  duty  of  making  a  report;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  answer  stated  no  defense.'"     For  acts   of  gross 
negligence  and  mismanagement,  but  which  are  not  illegal,  the 
remedy  is  in  equity  instead  of  at  law,  arfd  where  two  or  more  of 
the  officers  or  agents  have  participated  in  the  acts,  they  must  all 
be  made  parties.'^ 

§  761.  Contribution  among  directors. — Where  the  liability 
is  penal  in  its  nature,  an  officer  from  whom  has  been  recovered 
payment  of  such  a  debt,  can  not  have  contribution  from  any  of 
the  other  officers;"^  nor  from  the  stodtholders,  when  they  are 
made  liable  for  such  debts,  after  remedies  against  the  officer  have 

s»Loveland  v.    Garner    (1887),          00  Cornell   v.  Roach,   101  N.   Y. 

94  Cal.  298.  373. 

ST  Robinson  v.  Attrill,  66  How.          01  North   Hudson,    etc.   Assn.   v. 

Pr.  121.  Childs  (1892),  82  Wis.  460,  33  Am. 

88  Anfenger  v.    Anzeiger    Pub-      St.  Rep.  57. 

llshing  Co.  (1887),  9  Colo.  377.  02  Gregory  v.   German   Bank  of 

89  Cooke  V.  Pearce,  23  S.  C.  239.      Denver,  3  Colo.  332,  25  Am.  Rep. 

760. 
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been  ejthausted.  "The  obligation  of  contribution  is  founded  on 
the  equitable  principle  that  those  who  have  united  in  taking  upon 
themselves  a  common  duty,  or  burden,  ought  to  bear  equally. 
But  in  order  to  create  this  obligation,  it  is  essential  that  the  duty 
or  burden  should  be  a  common  one;  that  is,  that  it  should  rest 
upon  all  alike.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  tvi^o  or  more  persons  are 
liable  to  pay  the  same  debt.  The  liability  must  be  the  same  kind 
and  degree ;  not  separate  and  successive,  but  joint  and  co-ordinate, 
so  that  all  stand  in  equal  right,  in  regard  to  the  performance  of 
the  obligation,  or  payment  of  the  debt  for  which  they  are  respec- 
tively liable."'*  As  to  whether  the  doctrine,  that  there  can  be  no 
contribution  among  joint  tort-feasors,  applies  to  directors  under 
statutes  imposing  liability  upon  them,,  it  has  been  held  in  Mas- 
sachusetts that  there  may  be  contribution,  as  the  statute  was  to 
be  regarded  as  remedial  rather  than  penal,  and  in  case  of  a  recov- 
ery against  one  for  failing  to  file  the  annual  certificates,  required 
by  the  statute,  he  might  maintain  a  bill  in  equity,  against  those 
jointly  liable  with  him,  for  contribution.'*  But  the  contrary  was 
held  in  New  York  with  respect  to  liability  so  arising  out  of  tort. 
The  right  of  contribution  then  depends  upon  tbe  innocence  of 
those  of  them  who  have  been  held  liable  therefor.  Th6re  is  no 
right  of  contribution  between  those  who  are  equally  guilty,  al- 
though one  of  them  may  have  been  compelled  to  make  good  the 
whole  loss ;  for  each  is  liable  for  the  whole.'^  Where  the  liability 
is  penal  in  its  nature,  there  is  no  right  to  contribution  from  the 
other  officers,  to  one  who  has  been  compelled  to  pay  a  debt  for 
default  in  compliance  with  the  statute.""  It  is  obvious  that  the 
solution  of  the  question  will  depend  upon  the  character  of  the 
act  enjoined  or  prohibited  by  the  .particular  statute.  If  the  wrong 
committed  is  a  mere  negligence,  an  inadvertent  omission,  there 
may  be  contribution  and  .there  ought  to  be ;  if  it  involves  the  ele- 
ment of  evil  intent,  there  can  be  no  contribution,  and  there  ought 
not  to  be.'^  So,  where  several  directors  have  been  held  liable  for 
the  wrongful  acts  of  another,  of  which  they  are  innocent,  they 
are  entitled  to  contribution  from  him;  and  so,  if  one  director  be 

S3  Stone     V.     Fenno,     6     Allen  se  Andrews  v.  Murray,  33  Barb. 

(Mass.)    579.                               '  354. 

94  Nickerson    v.     Wheeler,     118  s?  Seymour   D.   Thompson   in   6 
Mass.   295.  So.  L.  Rev.  413. 

95  Andrews  v.  Murray  33  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)    354. 
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made  to  pay  the  whole  loss  arising  from  a  wrongful  act  of  which 
he  was  innocent,  he  is  entitled  to  contribution  from  the  others.'* 
In  the  case  of  contracts,  the  matter  is  plain.  When  the  directors 
of  a  corporation  become  liable  upon  a  contract,  entered  into  by  the 
corporation,  and  some  of  them  are  required  to  assume  more  than 
their  proper  proportion  of  the  Usability,  they  are  entitled  to  con- 
.tributiori  from  the  others.*'  Where  the  statute  makes  the  officers 
primarily  liable  for  debts  contracted  before  payment  of  all  the 
capital  stock,  officers,  who  have  been  compelled  to  pay  the  corpor- 
ation debts,  have  no  right  to  contribution  from  the  stockholders.* 
§  762.  Liability  on  contracts  made  on  behalf  of  the  corpora- 
tion.— The  liability  of  the  agent  or  officer  upon  written  con- 
tracts, is  determined  exclusively  by  the  legal  construction  to  be 
put  upon  the  language  used  in  the  contract  in  each  case. .  In  other 
cases  the  question  of  the  personal  liability  of  the  officer  making 
the  contract,  is  determined  by  the  principles  of  the  law  of  agency. 
Officers  are  not  liable,  generally,  upon  any  contract  lawfully  en- 
tered into,  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  by  them  in  their  official 
capacity.^  without  circumstances  indicated  that  they  intended  to- 
assume  personal  liability.^  But,  where  the  president  of  a  cor- 
poration procured  credit  for  the  corporation  'upon  false  representa- 
tions as  to  its  solvency,  he  may  be  held  liable  personally,  and,  the 
case  warranting,   an  order  of  arrest  against  him    may  issue.* 


98  Power  V.  O'Connor,  19  Week. 
Rep.  923;  Power  v.  Hoey,  19  Week. 
Rep.  916;  Lewin  on  Trusts  (6th 
ed.),  744. 

»9  Slaymaker  v.  Gundacker,  10 
Serg.  &  R.  75. 

i  Stone  V.  Fenno,  6  Allen 
(Mass.),  579. 

2  Roberts  v.  Button,  14  Vt.  195; 
Rochester  v.  Barnes,  26  Barb.  657; 
Beattie  v.  Bbury,  L.  R.  7  H.  L. 
102  Lindus  v.  Melrose,  3  Hurl.  & 
N.  177.  Cf.  Knomer  v.  Haines,  31 
Fed.  Rep.  513. 

3  Serrell  v.  Derbyshire,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  19  L.  J.  C.  P.  (N.  S;)  371,  9 
C.  B.  811;  Healy  v.  Story,  3  Ex. 
3;Burrell  v.  Jones,  3  Barn.  &  Aid. 
47;  Tyrrell  v.  Woolley,  1  Man.  & 
G.  809.  Of.  Holt  V.  Winfield  Bank, 
25  Fed.  Rep.  812. 

4  Phillips  V.  Wortendyke  (1883), 
31   Hun,   192.     Where   a  corpora- 


tion purchases  goods,  and  the 
vendor  receives  the  personal  ac- 
ceptance of  the  president  of  the 
company  in  payment,  and,  upon 
the  falling  due  of  the  acceptance, 
takes  the  company's  sixty-day 
draft  in  payment;  and  it  appears- 
that  the  president  represented 
that  the  company  could  not  pay 
the  amount  at  once,  but  would  be 
be  able  to  in  sixty  days;  and  that 
the  vendor  made  inquiries  of 
other  parties,  and  examined  the 
company's  business,  and  came  to 
the  same  conclusion;  and  there 
being  no  evidence  but  that  the 
president  had  good  reason  for 
stating  what  he  did,  or  that  the 
company  was  not  solvent  at  the 
time,  or  that  the  draft  was  ever 
presented  to  the  company  for  pay- 
ment, it  was  held  that  there  was 
no    evidence    of   such    representa^ 
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Where  goods  are  purchased  by  a  corporation,  and  the  president 
thereof  gives  his  personal  acceptance  for  the  purchase  price, 
which  is  received  by  the  vendor  in  payment,  he  is  relieved  from 
personal  liability,  if,  -when  such  acceptance  falls  due,  the  vendor 
accepts  the  corporation's  draft  for  the  amount,  without  the  presi- 
dent's indorsement,  and  surrenders  the  president's  acceptance.* 
Where  a  trading  corporktion,  which  has  been  in  the  habit  of  as- 
sisting persons  with  whom  it  does  business,  allows  its  general 
manager  to  transact  all  its  business,  and  he  indorses  in  the  corpor- 
ate name,  the  note  of  one  with  whom  the  corporation  is  dealing, 
causes  the  note  to  be  discounted,  and  pays  the  proceeds  to  the 
,  maker,  he  is  not  liable  to  the  corporation,  though  it  be  obliged 
to  pay  the  note.'  Agents  of  a  corporation  who,  as  such,  receive 
money  from  persons  with  whom  they  contract,  may  be  compelled 
to  an  accounting  at  the  instance  of  shareholders,  where  the  cor- 
poration has  refused  to  sue.'    An  agent  of  a  company,  who  un- 


tions  by  the  president^  of  the 
solvency  of  the  company,  or  that 
it  ■would  pay  the  draft  when  due, 
as  to  bind  him  personally  for  the 
debt,  upon  the  failure  of  the  com- 
pany to  pay  the  draft  at  maturity. 
Riverside  Iron-Works  v.  Hall 
(1887),  64  Mich.  165.  G.  agreed 
■with  B.,  a  bondholder,  and  also 
the  largest  stockholder  in  a  street- 
railway  company,  to  take  his  hold- 
ings if  B.  would  put  G.  into  con- 
trol. B.  thereupon  got  the  com- 
pany to  give  him  its  notes  for 
$15,000,  which  was  about  the 
amount  of  its  pressing  debts,  in 
consideration  for  which  he  under- 
took to  pay  off  the  outstanding 
claims.  These  were  made  up  in 
the  main  of  mortgage  coupons, 
and  the  understanding  was  that 
B.  was  to  hold  these  coupons, 
when  taken  up  as  collateral  se- 
curity, and  that,  as  fast  as  the 
notes  were  paid,  coupons  to  a 
proportionate  amount  were  to  be 
surrendered.  G.  was  then  in- 
stalled as  manager,  and  the  notes 
turned  over  to  him.  He  raised 
the  money  on  them,  and  paid  it  to 
B.,   who  then   gave  him  the  cou- 


pons. Of  these  coupons — 313  in 
number — but  192  belonged  to  B.'s 
bonds.  The  remainder  had  been 
paid  when  presented  at  the  com- 
pany's office,  but  they  had  passed 
into  B.'s  hands  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  the  former 
holders.  G.  took  up  the  notes  for 
$15,000  as  they  fell  due,  and  the 
company  then  paid  him  the  dif- 
ference between  their  value  and 
that  of  the  coupons  in  considera- 
tion of  their  surrender,  it  being 
agreed  that  the  coupons  should 
thereafter  belong  to  G.  absolutely. 
It  was  held  that  as  against  the 
other  bondholders  secured  by  the 
mortgage,  the  coupons  had  been 
paid,  and  that  G.,  who  had  sold 
them  with  a  warranty  that  they 
were  a  lien  under  that  mortgage, 
was  liable  in  damages  to  the  pur- 
chasers for  a  breach  thereof. 
South  Covington  &  C.  S.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Gest   (1888),  34  Fed.  Rep.  628. 

5  Riverside  Iron-Works  v.  Hall 
(1887),  64  Mich.  165. 

c  Holmes  v.  Willard  (1889),  5 
N.  Y.  Supp.  610. 

'  Sheridan  v.  Sheridan  Electric 
Light  Co.,  38  Hun  (N.  Y.),  396. 
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dertakes  to  bind  his  principal  by  simple  contract,  but  without  au- 
thority, binds  himself.* 

§  763.  Provisions  of  New  York  penal  code  as  to  directors. — 
"A  director  of  a  stock  corporation,  who  concurs  in  any  vote,  or 
act,  of  the  directors  of  that  corporation,  or  any  of  them,  by  which 
it  is  intended  (i)  to  make  a  dividend,  except  from  the  surplus 
profits  arising  from  the  business  of  the  -corporation,  and  in  the 
cases  and  manner  allowed  by  law;  (2)  to  divide,  withdraw,  or  in 
any  manner  pay  to  the  stockholders,  or  any  of  them,  any  part 
bf  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation ;  or  t6  reduce  the  capital 
stock  without  the  consent  of  the  legislature;  (3)  to  discount  or 
receive  any  note,  or  other  evidence  of  debt,  in  payment  of  an  in- 
stalment of  capital  stock  actually  called  in,  and  required  to  be 
paid,  or  with  intent  to  provide  the  means  of  making  the  payment ; 
(4)  to.  receive  or  discount  any  note,  or  other  evidence  of  debt, 
with  intent  to  enable  any  stockholder  to  withdraw  any  part 'of  the 
money  paid  in  by  him  on  his  stock;  (5)  to  apply  any  portion  of 


8  Roberts  v.  Button  (1842),  14 
Vt.  195;  Owen  v.  Van  Uster,  10 
Com.  B.  318.  But  in  Holt  v.  Win- 
field  Bank  (1885),  25  Fed.  Rep. 
814,  Brewer,  J.  said,  "I  had  oc- 
casion when  I  was  on  the  supreme 
bench,  in  the  case  of  Abeles  v. 
Cochran,  22  Kan.  405,  to  examine 
tvlth  great  care  the  circumstances 
under  which  an  agent  is  responsi- 
ble when  the  principal  is  not 
bound.  There  was  in  this  case  no 
misrepresentations  of  fact  or  of 
law  made  by  the  president.  He 
simply  told  the  parties  he  would 
subscribe  (towards  starting  a 
creamery)  if  a  majority  of  the  di- 
rectors assented.  He  saw  a  ma- 
jority of  the  directors,  and  they 
assented;  he  then  came  back  and 
subscribed  in  the  bank's  name. 
There  were  no  false  representa- 
tions of  facts,  no  representations 
of  law.  Every  person  who  deals 
with  corporations  is  chargeable 
with  notice  of  the  general  scope 
of  their  powers.  If  he  deals  with 
an  insurance  company  he  knows 
that  it  is  Insurance  business  that 
that  company  is  authorized  to 
transact.     So  if  he  deals  with  a 


bank  he  knows  that  it  is  banking 
business  that  that  bank  is  author- 
ized to  transact  and  none  other. 
He  has  the  same  general  knowl- 
edge that  the  officers  of  the  bank 
have.  Of  course,  where  there  is 
a  concealment  of  a  fact  within 
the  special  knowledge  of  the 
party  making  the  representation 
or  making  the  signature,  he  may 
be  bound.  If,  for  instance,  the 
bank  had  power  to  make  such  a 
contract  as  this,  provided  the  di- 
rectors assented,  and  the  defendant 
represented  to  the  plaintiffs  that 
the  directors  had  assented  when 
in  fact  they  had  not,  then  unques- 
tionably a  failure  to  hold  the 
bank  liable  would  cast  a  liability 
upon  him;  but  when  a  man  deals 
with  an  officer  of  a  corporation, 
and  no  representations  are  made 
by  that  officer,  and  that  officer 
simply  proposes  to  bind  the  cor- 
poration, and  as  a  matter  of  fact 
the  corporation  is  not  bound,  and 
is  not  bound  simply  because  the 
contract  is  ultra  vires  of  that  cor- 
poration, the  individual  making 
the  subscription  is  also  not 
bound." 
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the  funds  of  the  corporation,  except  surplus  profits,  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  the  purchase  of  shares  of  its  own  stock ;  (6)  to  re- 
ceive any  such  shares  in  payment  or  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due 
to  the  corporation;  (7)  to  receive  in  exchange  for  the  shares, 
notes,  bonds,  or  other  evidences  of  debt  of  the  corporation,  shares 
of  the  capital  stock  or  notes,  bonds  or  other  evidences  of  debt,  is- 
sued by  any  other  stock  corporation, — is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor." 
A  director,  officer  or  agent  of  any  corporation  or  joint-stock  asso- 
ciation, vifho  knowingly  receives  or  possesses  himself  of  any  prop- 
erty of  that  corporation  or  association,  otherwise  than  in  payment 
of  a  just  demand,  and  with  intent  to  defraud,  omits  to  make,  or 
to  cause  or  direct  to  be  made,  a  full  and  true  entry  thereof,  in 
the  books  or  accounts  of  the  corporation  or  association;  and  a 
director,  ofificer,  agent  or  member  of, any  corporation  or  joint- 
stock  corporation,  who,  with  intent  to  defraud,  destroys,  alters, 
mutilates  or  falsifies  any  of  the  books,  papers,  writings  or  securi- 
ties belonging  to  the  corporation  or  association,  or  makes  or  con- 
curs in  making,  any  false  entry,  or  omits  or  concurs  in  omitting 
to  make  any  material  entry  in  any  book  of  accounts,  or  other 
record  or  document  kept  by  the  corporation,  or  association,  is 
punishable  by  imprisonment  in  a  State  prison,  not  exceeding  ten 
years,  and  not  less  than  three  years,-  or  by  imprisonment  in  a 
county  jail,  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  a  fine  not  exceeding 
five  hundred  dollars,  or  by  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment.^"  A 
director,  officer,  or  agent  of  any  fcorporation  or  joint-stock  associa- 
tion, who  knowingly  concurs  in  making  or  publishing  any  written  , 
report,  exhibit  or  statement  of  its  affairs  ,or  pecuniary  condi- 
tion, containing  any  material  statement  which  is  false,  other  than'' 
such  as  are  elsewhere,  by  this  code,  specially  made  punishable,  is 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.^'-  A  director  of  a  corporation  or  joint- 
stock  association,  must  be  deemed  to  have  such  a  knowledge  of 
the  afifairs  of  the  corporation  or  association,  as  to  enable  him  to 
determine  whether  any  act,  proceeding  or  omission  of  its  directors, 
is  a  violation  of  this  chapter.^^  A  director  of  a  corporation,  or 
joint-stock  association,  although  not  present  at  a  meeting  of  the 
directors,  at  which  any  act,  proceeding  or  omission  of  the  directors, 
in  violation  of  this  chapter,  occurs,  must  be  deemed  to  have  con- 
curred therein,  if  the  facts  constituting  such  violation,  appear 
on  the  record  or  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  the  board  of  direc- 

9N.  Y.  Penal  Code,  §  594.  "N.  Y.  Penal  Code,  §  603. 

ION.  Y.  Penal  Code,  §  602.  12 N.  Y.  Penal  Code,  §  609. 
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tors,  and  he  remains  a  director  of  the  company  for  six  months 
thereafter,  without  causing,  or  in  writing  requiring,  his  dissent 
from  such  illegality  to  be  entered  in  the  minutes  of  the  directory.^' 
The  term  "director,"  as  used  in  this  chapter,  embraces  any  of  the 
persons  having  by  law  the  direction  or  management  of  the  affairs 
of  a  corpciration,  by  whatever  name  such  persons  are  described  in 
its  charter,  or  are  known  in  law."  ^* 

§  764.  Liability  of  officers  upon  irregularly  executed  con- 
tracts.— Where  the  officer  or  agent  uses  his  own  name  in  the 
execution  of  a  corporate  contract,  instead  of  that  of  the  corpora- 
tion, he  is  not  personally  liable,  if  there  is  sufficient  in  the  paper, 
to  show  the  name  of  the  corporation,  and  his  agency.^"  As",  where 
the  directors  signed  a  corporate  note  in  their  names,  and  indorsed 
it  "Board  of  Directors  ;"^'  and,  where  a  note  is  signed  with  the 
company's  name  "per"  officers,  they  are  not  personally  bound, 
although  the  note  reads,  "we  promise  to  pay."^^  But,  where  the 
officer  uses  his  name  as  the  maker,  though  followed  by  the  name 
of  his  office,  he  alone  will  be  held  liable;  as,  a  note  signed,  with 
the  word  "president"  added  ;"^*  and  a  note  by  the  trustees  of  a 
society,  who  sign  it  as  "trustees."^"  Where  the  president  and  the 
secretary  sign  a  note  severally,  adding  "president"  and  "secre- 
tary," they  are  personally  liable,  in  the  absence  of  anything  else 
to  show  that  it  is  the  note  of  the  corporation.'"'  As  to  informalities 
in  execution  of  contracts  by  officers,  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  is,  that:  "one  who  takes  from  a 
railroad  or  business  corporation,  in  good  faith,  and  without  actual 
notice  of  any  inherent  defect,  a  negotiable  obligation,  issued  by 
order  of  the  board  of  directors,  signed  by  the  president  and  sec- 
retary, .in  the  name  and  under  the  seal  of  the  corporation, .  and 
disclosing  upon  its  face  no  want  of  authority,  has  the  right  to  as- 
sume its  validity,  if  the  corporation  could,  by  any  action  of  its 

13  N.  Y.  Penal  Code,  §  611  is  Kline    v.    Bank    of    Tescott 

"N.  Y.  Penal  Code,.  §  614.  (1892),  50  "Kan.  91. 

IB  Bust  V.  Gillmore    (1899),  45  it  Williams    v.    Harris     (1902), 

N.   Y.  App.   Div.   89;    Neptune  v.  198  111.  501. 

Paxton,  (1896),  15  Ind.  App.  284;  is  Lawrence    County    Bank    v. 

Morrison  v.  Baechtold   (1901),  93  Arndt  (1901),  69  Ark.  406. 

Md.  319;  Gleason  v.  Sanitary,  etc.  i9  McKenney   v.    Bowie    (1900), 

Co.  (1900),  93  Me.  544,  74  Am.  St.  94  Me.   397. 

Rep.     370;      Preston     v.      Hixon  20  San  Bernardino,  etc.  Bank  v. 

(1889),  22  Ind.  App.  139.     See  28  Anderson  (Cal.  1893),  32  Pac.  168. 

L.  R.  A.  421. 
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officers  or  stockholders,  or  of  both,  have  authorized  the  execution 
and  issue  of  the  obligation."" 

§  765.  Liability  of  officers  other  than  directors. — The  cases 
illustrating  the  liability  of  cashiers,  treasurers  and  other  like  of- 
ficers of  corporations,  rest  on  no  different  principles  from  those 
which  govern  the  liability  of  persons  doing  business  for  them- 
selves, or  as  the  agents  of  natural  persons. ^^  But  salaried  officers 
and  agents  may  be  held  to  a  higher  degree  of  diligence  in  the 
performance  of  their  duties,  than  are  directors,  for  they  are  sup- 
posed to  devote  a  greater  portion  of  their  time  to  the  service  pf 
the  corporation.^^  Where  the  president  of  an  omnibus  company 
directed  its  drivers  to  exclude  all  colored  persons,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  individually  liable  for  the  ejection  and  personal  injury 
of  any  such  person,  although  an  action  might  have  been  maintained 
against  the  company.^*  So,  the  general  manager  of  a  corporation 
is  properly  .prosecuted,  if  the  corporation  violates  an  ordinance,  by 
doing  business  without  having  paid  its  license  tax."^  Where  the 
treasurer  of  a  savings  bank,  who  was  also  one  of  its  managers, 
assigned  to  it  a  bond  and  mortgage,  owned  by  him  on  lands  not 
worth  double  the  mortgage,  as  required  by  the  bank's  charter,  and 
without  submitting  the  investment  to  the  finance  committee  for 
approval,  as  required  by  its  by-laws,  it  was  held  that  he  was  liable 
for  a  loss  sustained  on  such  bond  and  mortgage.^"     If  the  sec- 

21  Louisville,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Louis-  stock  and  powers  of  attorneys,  to 
ville  Trust  Co.  (1899),  174  U.  S.  issue  new  certificates,  and  enter 
552.  the    transfer    on    the    corporation 

22  Thompson  on  the  Liability  of  books,  and  that  he  had  refused  to 
Officers  and  Agents,  487.  obey  the  same,  is  sufficient  to  sup- 

23  Pangborn  v.  Citizens'  Build-  port  an  order  punishing  for  con- 
ing Assn.,  35  N.  J.  Eg.  341;  Com-  tempt.  King  v.  Barnes  (1888), 
mercial  Bank  v.  Ten  Eyck,  48  N.  109  N.  Y.  267. 

Y.  305;  Austin  v.  Daniels,  4Denio,  25 -vvyandotte  v'.  Corrigan  (1885), 

299;  Bast  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  35  Kan.  21. 

Elmore,  5  Hun,  214;  First  Na-  26  And  that  the  fact  that  the 
tional  Bank  v.  Reed,  36  Mich.  263;  managers  did  not  object  to  or  re- 
Concord  R.  Co.  V.  Clough,  49  N.  pudiate  the  transaction  for  six 
H.  257;  Taylor  on  Corporations,  years,  was  so  defense,  whether  his 
§  618.  Of.  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  74  breach  of  duty  was  known  or  not 
Me.  582.  known    by    the    other    managers. 

24  Peck  V.  Cooper  (1885),  112  Williams  v.  Riley  (1881),  34  N.  J. 
111.  192,  54  Am.  Rep.  231.  An  affi-  Eq.  398.  And  where  the  treasurer 
davit  reciting  that  judgment  had  of  a  corporation  improperly  loaned 
been  entered  and  served  on  de-  its  funds  to  another  corporation, 
fendant,  the  president  o(  a  corpo-  of  which  he  was  also  treasurer, 
ration,  requiring  him,  on  receipt  and  the  former  sued  the  latter  for 
of  certain  certificates  of  corporate  the  amount,  and  in  good  faith  ef- 
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retary  of  a  corporation,  whose  duty  it  is  to  receive  moneys  due 
the  corporation,  and  to  pay  them  over  to  the  treasurer,  fails  to 
pay  over  promptly,  and  the  moneys  are  stolen  from  him,  he,  and 
the  sureties,  on  a  bond  giyen  by  him  for  the  faithful  performance 
of  his  duties,  are  liable.^'  When  a  local  agent  of  an  insurance 
company,  receives  instructions  to  cancel  a  policy  and  fails  to  do  it, 
he  is  responsible  for  the  loss.^^  But  an  officer  of  a  private  corpor- 
ation is  not  responsible  for  corporate  funds  and  papers  intrusted 
to  his  care,  and  lost  without  negligence  on  his  part.^' 

§  766.  Liability  for  negligence  and  nonfeasance  is  only  to 
the  corporation.— An  agent  is  personally  liable  to  third  persons 
for  his  own  misfeasances  and  positive  wrongs,  but  he  is  not,  in 
general,  liable  to  them  for  mere  non-feasance  or  omissions  of 
duty,  in  the  course  of  his  employment.  His  liability,  in  these 
cases,  is  solely  to  his  principal,  there  being  no  privity  between 
him  and  outsiders.  The  party  injured,  must,  in  the  latter  event, 
look  to  the  principal.  Such  is  the  general  doctrine  of  respondeat 
superior.^"  These  familiar  principles,  applicable  in  the  case  of 
positive  torts  committed  by  servants  and  ordinary  agents,  must 


feeted  a  settlement  for  a  percent- 
age, after  notifying  the  treasurer 
and  his  sureties  of  their  inten- 
tion so  to  do,  and  offering  to  as- 
sign the  claim  to  them  provided 
they  would  pay  the  amount  due 
from  the  treasurer  on  account  of 
such  improper  loan,  which  was  re- 
fused, and  a  receipt  was  given  by 
plaintiff,  reserving  its  rights 
against  the  treasurer  and  his  sure- 
ties, it  was  held,  that  the  bring- 
ing of  such  suit  did  not  amount 
to  a  ratification  of  the  treasurer's 
act  in  making  tjie  loan,  and  that 
he  was  still  liable  for  the  balance 
after  deducting  such  percentage. 
Goodyeal-  Dental  Vulcanite  Co.  v. 
Caduc  (1887),  144  Mass.  85. 

2T  Odd  Fellows'  Mut.  Aid  Assn. 
V.  James  (1883),  63  Gal.  598,  49 
Am.  Rep.  107. 

28  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pratt,  36 
Minn.  409  (1887).  But  where  an 
insurance  company,  through  a 
misconception  by  its  agent  of  his 
duty,  while  acting  in  good  faith, 
was  drawn  into  the  insurance  of 


a  building  at  a  rate  fixed  for  in- 
surance if  occupied  for  a  hotel,  for 
which  purpose  it  had  not  in  fact 
been  occupied,  but  was  expected 
to  be  soon,  and  the  actual  risk  was 
not  greater  than  it  was  repre- 
sented to  be,  and  the  premium  re- 
ceived was  greater  than  would 
have  been  charged  for  an  unoccu- 
pied hotel  building,  and  it  was 
burned  before  occupancy,  and  the 
company  paid  the  loss,  and  sued 
the  agent  to  recover  the  amount 
so  paid,  it  being  shown  that  the 
risk  assumed  was  within  the  com- 
pany's business,  and  that  it  was 
only  a  question  of  rates,  the  com- 
pany could  not  recover,  without 
showing  that  it  was  damaged  in 
rates,  more  than  nominal  dam- 
ages. State  Ins.  Co.  v.  Richmond 
(1887),  71  Iowa,  519. 

29  Mowbray  v.  Antrim  (1890),  23 
N.  E.  Rep.  858,  123  Ind.  24. 

30 Kent's  Com.  (10th  ed.)  878; 
Parson's  Contracts  (5th  ed.)  66;  1 
Blackstone's  Com.  413.  Vide  infra, 
§  768. 
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be  applied  to  the  misfeasances  of  directors  also.'^  It  has  never 
been  held  that  "the  actual  active  perpetration  of  a  wrong  to  the 
rights  of  property  of  another,  can  find  protection  under  the  charter 
of  a  corporation,  any  more  than  in  the  command  or  authority  of 
a  natural  superior."^^ 

§  767.  Liability  to  third  persons  for  fraud,  misrepresenta- 
tions, and  torts. — But  whatever  be  the  liability  of  the  corpora- 
tion, its  agent,  regardless  of  the  agency,  and  whether  or  not  acting 
under  direction  of  his  principal,  is,  for  any  tort  committed  by  him, 
personally  liable  to  the  injured  person,  and  at  his  election,  may  be 
held  liable  separately  or  jointly  with  the  corporation.^'  Directors 
of  a  corporation,  in  the  management  of  its  affairs,  are  the  power 
which  gives  expression  to  its  will,  but  it  is  no  part  of  their  duty 
to  perpetrate  crimes  of  frauds  in  its  name,  or  for  its  benefit ;  and 
whatever  the  liability  of  the  corporation  may  be,  the  individuals 
who,  under  cover  of  their  office,  commit  these  frauds,  ought  to 


31  Salmon  v.  Richardson  (1862), 
30  Conn.  360,  79  Am.  Dec.  255,  258. 
Directors  are  individually  respon- 
sible for  intentionally  issuing 
spurious  stock  and  securing  loans 
thereon,  nor  is  it  necessary  to 
bring  an  action  first  against  the 
corporation,  and  the  existence  of 
the  corporation  does  not  come  into- 
issue.  Exchange  Bank  v.  Sihley, 
71  Ga.  726.  In  a  late  case  the  trus- 
tees issued  stock  in  payment  for 
property,  which  was  worth  much 
more  than  the  par  value  of  the 
stock,  to  one  who  sold  it  for  sev- 
eral times  its  par  value;  the 
trustees  not  being  In  any  way  in- 

'  terested  in  the  transaction,  except 
to  authorize  the  issue.  They  also, 
in  good  faith,  conveyed  all  of  the 
property  of  the  corporation  to  an- 
other corporation,  which  transfer 
was  authorized  and  ratified  by  a 
large  majority  of  the  stockhold- 
ers. No  case  was  shown  for  the 
Interference  of  the  court.  People 
V.  Ballard  (1889),  3  N.  Y.  Supp. 
845. 

32  Salmon  v.  Richardson  (1862), 
30  Conn,.  360,  79  Am.  Dec.  255,  258. 
Damages  may  be  recovered  against 
the    directors    of    a    corporation. 
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who  have  placed  in  the  hands  of 
an  agent  for  sale  bonds  indorsed 
falsely  and  intentionally  "first 
mortgage  bonds,"  by  liona  fide 
purchasers  who  have  been  injured 
by  relying  on  the  indorsement. 
Clark  V.  Edgar,  84  Mo.  106,  54 
Am.  Rep.  84.  That  the  action  is 
in  tort  against  an  officer  who 
acted  on  his  own  responsibility  in 
alienating  corporation  property, 
and  signed  the  instrument  indi- 
vidually, and  not  as  trustee,  does 
not  alter  his  liability,  as  what- 
ever damage  plaintiff  sustained 
was  caused  by  defendant  acting 
officially,  and  If  he  was  not  act- 
ing ofiicially  his  act  was  nugatory. 
Stronmeyer  v.  Combes  (1888),  18 
N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  154.  The  president 
of  a  company,  which  Is  a  common 
carrier  of  persons,  is  personally 
liable  for  the  ejectment  and  in- 
jury of  persons,  whom  he  has  or- 
dered to  be  excluded,  as  a  class, 
from  carriage,  even  though  an  ac- 
tion might  liis  against  the  com- 
pany also.  Peck  v.  Cooper,  112  111. 
192,  54  Am.  Rep.  231. 

33  Morgan  v.  Skiddy,  62  N.  Y. 
319;  Cowley  v.  Smith,  46  N.  J. 
Law,  380,  50  Am.  Rep.  432. 
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be,  and  are,  upon  the  clearest  principles  of  law  and  justice,  ac- 
countable for  their  conduct  in  a  civil  action,  at  the  suit  of  the 
injured  party.^*  Thus,  misrepresentations  by  directors  as  to  some 
material  matter  unknown  to  the  injured  party,  relied  upon  by 
him,  and  such  as  to  induce  him  to  refrain  from  an  examination  of 
the  records,  when  accessible,  are  a  fraud  which  will  render  them 
liable  to  the  person  injured. ^^  Directors,  who  enter  into  con- 
tracts which  they  have  power  to  make,  in  a  certain  way,  impliedly 
represent  that  the  necessary  steps  have  been  taken,  and  may  be 
made  personally  liable,  if  they  have  not  perfected  their  powers.^" 
Thus,  directors  borrowing  money,  after  the  company's  powers  are 
exhausted,  impliedly  represent  that  they  have  power  to  borrow,- 


3*  Salmon  v.  Richardson  (1862), 
30  Conn,  i  360,  79  Am.  Dec.  255, 
257,  ner  Sanford,  J.;  Clark  v.  Ed- 
gar, 84  Mo.  106,  54  Am.  Rep.  84; 
Peck  v.  Cooper,  112  111.  192,  54 
Am.  Rep.  231;  Robinson  v.  Smith, 
3  Paige  Ch.  222,  24  Am.  Dec.  212; 
Hodges  v.  New  England  Screw 
Co.,  1  R.  I.  312,  53  Am.  Dec.  624; 
Bolz  V.  Ridder,  12  Daly,  329;  Ex- 
change Bank  v.  Sibley,  71  Ga. 
726;  Wyandotte  v.  Corrigan,  35 
Kan.  21;  Peck  v.  Gurney,  L.  R.  6 
H.  L.  377. 

35  Clark  V.  Edgar  (1884),  84  Mo. 
106,  54  Am.  Rep.  84,  86,  where 
Black,  J.,  said  further  that  "the 
fact  that  this  information  was  at 
hand  and  could  have  been  ascer- 
tained by  an  inspection  of  the 
records,  is  entitled  to  its  weight 
in  determining  whether  the  rep- 
resentations were  such  as  would 
impose  on  one  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence, but  it  does  not  constitute 
a  full  answer  to  the  charges 
made  in  the  petition."  Where  the 
capital  stock  of  a  corporation  is 
not  paid,  but  directors  represent 
that  it  is  fully  paid  up,  and  plaint- 
iff, relying  on  such  r.epresentation, 
purchases  the  note  of  such  corpo- 
ration, the  liability  of  the  direct- 
ors must  be  determined  in  an  ac- 
tion of  deceit,  and  they  cannot  be 
joined  as  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  of  the  makers  and 


Indorsers  of  the  note  and  others 
liable  for  its  payment.  National 
Bank  v.  Texas  Investment  Co.,  74 
Tex.  421  (1889).  Where  direct- 
ors, who  had  no  power  to  bind  the 
company,  stated  to  a  bank  that 
the  manager  had  authority  to 
draw  checks  on  account  of  the 
company,  they  were  held  person- 
ally liable  to  repay  the  bank. 
Browne  &  Theobald's  Railway 
Law,  110,  citing  Cherry  v.  Colon- 
ial Bank,  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  24,  where 
the  account  of  the  company  was 
overdrawn  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  directors.  But  instructions 
given  by  directors  to  the  bankers 
of  the  company  to  honor  its 
checks  drawn  in  a  certain  man- 
ner, at  a  time  when  there  was  a 
balance  at  the  bank  in  its  favor, 
have  been  held  not  to  impose  any 
liability  upon  the  directors  to  re- 
pay checks  subsequently  drawn 
upon  the  bank  when  the  account 
of  the  company  was  overdrawn. 
Beattie  v.  Lord  Bbury,  L.  R.  7 
H.  L.  102. 

S6  Browne  &  Theobald's  Railway 
Law,  110;  Lakeman  v.  Mount- 
stephen,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  17;  Beattie 
V.  Lord  Ebury,  7  Ch.  777,  L.  R.  7 
H.  L.  102;  Cheriy  v.  Colonial 
Bank,  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  24;  Richard- 
son V.  Williamson,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
276;  Collen  v.  Wright,  8  El.  &  B. 
647. 
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and  may  be  made  personally  liable.'''  They  are  liable  for  false 
and  fraudulent  published  statements  as  to  the  solvency  of  a  bank, 
or  insurance  company,  whereby  depositors  or  persons  insured,  or 
purchasers  of  stock,  suffered  loss  f^  and  directors,  though  having 
no  fraudulent  intent,  have  been  held  liable,  on  the  ground  of  allow- 
ing the  publication  of  a  prospectus,  falsely  representing  the 
financial  conditions  of  the  corporation,  whereby  a  person,  to  his 
loss,  was  induced  to  purchase  stock  of  the  corporation.'' 

S7  Browne  &  Theobald's  Railway  gar,  84  Mo.  106,  54  Am.  Rep.  84; 

Law,  110;  Glrbank's  Executors  v.  Salmon   v.   Richardson,    30   Conn. 

Humphreys,    18    Q.    B.    Div.    54;  360,  79  Am.  Dec.  255;  Dorsey,  etc. 

Chapleo  v.  Brunswick  Soc,  5  C.  P.  Co.  v.  McCaffrey,  139  Ind.  545,  47 

Div.  331,  6  Q.  B.  Div.  696;  Weeks  Am.  St.  Rep.  290. 
v^  Propert,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  427.  39  Houston  v.  Thornton,  122  N. 

38  Tate  V.  Bates,  118  N.  C.  287,  C.  365,  65  Am.  St  Rep.  699. 
54  Am.  St.  Rep.  719;  Clark  v.  Ed- 
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References: 

Fraudulent  agreements  tiy  directors.    Sections  252-254. 
Directors,  officers  and  agents.    Sections  705-745. 
Liability  of  directors  and  other  officers.     Sections  746-7-670. 
Ultra  vires  acts  and  contracts.    Sections  887-921. 
Contracts  of  promoters.    Sections  809-818. 

§  768.  Representation  of  the  corporation  by  officers  and 
agents.  Respondeat  Superior.  Liability  for  Torts. — Though 
an  agent  is  responsible  to  third  persons  for  his  own  misfeasances 
and  positive  wrongs,  he  is  not  liable  to  them  for  mere  non-feasances 
or  omission  of  duty  in  the  course  of  his  employment.  His  liabil- 
ity in  these  cases,  is  only  to  his  principal,  there  being  no  privity 
between  the  agent  and  third  persons.  The  injured  person  in  such 
case,  must  look  to  the  principal.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  respond- 
eat superior.  This  principle  applies  as  well  to  the  misfeasances 
or  directors,  as  to  positive  torts  committed  by  ordinary  agents  and 
servants,  within  the  scope  of  their  employments.  A  corporation 
is  equally  liable  with  natural  persons,  for  wrongs  to  the  persons 
or  property  of  another,  suffered  at  the  hands  of  agents  and  serv- 
ants of  the  corporation.^  Judgment  by  confession  against  a  cor- 
poration, in  favor  of  the  executor  of  an  estate,  is  not  prima  facie 
void,  because  based  upon  appearance  and  affidavit  of  a  managing 
officer  of  the  corporation,  who  is  personally  interested  in  the 
estate."  A  transfer  of  all  the  corporate  property  by  the  trustees, 
to  a  foreign  corporation  organized  by  them,  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving  the  property  and  purchasing  or  exchanging  the  stock  of 
the  shareholders  of  the  vendor  corporation,  for  stock  in  the  foreign 
corporation,  is  absolutely  void.^  The  directors  of  a  corporation  can, 
not  bind  it,  by  contract  with  another,  of  which  they  are  also  direc- 
tors and  representatives  in  making  the  contract.*  The  president 
of  a  bank  can  not  bind  the  bank,  by  agreeing  to  extend  time  to 
a  debtor,  or  to  refrain  from  selling  pledged  stock,  in  the  absence 
of  express  authority  of  the  directors.^  A  surety  company  was 
held  not  liable  upon  its  surety  bond,  furnished  to  a  corporation 
for  its  assistant  treasurer,  who  defaulted  the  bond,  and  its  renewals 
having  been  furnished  upon  the  required  statements  of  the  gen- 

1  Tide  supra,  §  766,  notes  30,  31  *  McLeod  v.  Lincoln,   etc.   Unl- 

and  32.  versity  (Neb.  1904),  98  N.  W.  672. 

2Manley  v.  Mayer  (Kan.  1904),  t>  Arbogast     v.     American,     etc. 

75  Pac.  550.                                     .  Bank  (111.  1903),  125  Fed.  518. 

3  Forrester   v.    Boston,    etc.    Co. 
(Mont.  1904),  74  Pac.  108. 
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eral  manager  of  the  corporation,  and  of  its  auditor,  that  the  as- 
sistant treasurer's  accounts  had  been  examined  each  month  and 
found  correct,  which  statements  were  untrue."  A  note  will  be 
treated  as  the  obligation  of  the  corporation,  though  signed  by  a 
director  only  in  the  corporate  name,  where  the  other  two  direc- 
tors, who  were  the  managing  directors,  were  present,  and  parti- 
cipated in  issuing  the  note,  and  they  three  were  all  the  officers 
and  stockholders  of  the  company.'  A  contract  made  between  all 
the  stockholders  and  the  corporation,  can  not  be  set  aside  by  the 
corporation  or  its  receiver.  It  can  be  attacked  only  by  creditors, 
upon  proof  that  they  have  been  defrauded  thereby.*  The  corpor- 
ation is  estopped  to  deny  the  authority  of  its  officers  to  employ 
brokers  in  the  purchase  of  a  building,  where  the  officers  were 
authorized  to  purchase  it,  and  did  so  by  brokers,  who,  in  lieu  of 
commissions,  were  promised  that  they  should  have  the  renting  of 
the  building,  and  agreed  commissions  for  finding  tenants.'  A 
corporation  was  held  to  have  ratified  a  deed  of  trust  executed 
by  its  president,  by  subsequently  obtaining  release  of  parcels  of  the 
land  included  in  the  deed  of  trust,  the  corporation  having  received, 
and  used  the  money  which  the  deed  of  trust  was  given  to  secure.^" 
An  agent  of  the  general  agent  of  the  corporation,  having  accepted 
in  settlement  part  payment  of  a  debt  due  the  corporation,  was 
held  to  have  had  authority  to  so  settle,  where  he  was  authorized 
by  the"  general  agent  to  use  his  own  judgment,  as  to  settlement.^^ 
One  dealing  with  a  corporate  officer,  in  a  matter  within  the  cor- 
porate powers,  i's  not  bound  to  know  the  limits  of  the  officer's  cor- 
porate authority .^^  "To  the  general  rule,  that  the  acts  and  con- 
tracts of  a  general  agent,  within  the  scope  of  his  powers  are  pre- 
sumed to  be  lawfully,  done  and  made,  there  is  an  exception,  as 
universal  and  inflexible  as  the  rule.  It  is,  that  an  act  done;  or  a 
contract  made  with  himself  by  an  agent  on  behalf  of  his  principal 
is  presumed  to  be,  and  is,  notice  of  the  fact  that  it  is  without  the 
scope  of  his  general  powers;  and  no  one  who  has  notice  of  its 
character  may  safely  rely,  or  recover  upon  it,  without  proof  that 

stssaquai   Coal    Co.    v.    United  oPescla  v.  Societa,  etc.    (1904), 

States,  etc.  Co.   (Wash.  1903),  126  86  N.  Y.  S.  952. 

Fed.  89.  10  Clark  v.  Elmendorf  (Tex.  Civ. 

7  Buck    V.    Troy,    etc.    Co.    (Vt.  App.),  78  S.  >V.  538. 

1903),  56  Atl.  285.  n Russell  v.   Stevenson    (Wash. 

8  Great  Western,  etc.  Co.  v.  Har-      1904),  75  Pac.  627. 

rls  (Vt.  1903),  128  Fed.  321  (G.  C.  "Groeltz  v.  Armstrong   (Iowa, 

A.,  U.  S.).  1904),  99  N.  W.  128.' 
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the  agent  was  expressly  and  specially  authorized  by  his  principal 
to  do  the  act,  or  to  make  the  contract.  .  .  .  This  exception  is 
a  striking  illustration  of  the  policy  of  the  law  to  prevent  the 
possibility  of  conflict  between  the  duty  and  the  personal  interest 
of  an  officer  or  agent."^' 

Ulti'a  vires  acts.  Torts.  Contracts. — A  corporation  is  liable 
for  a  tort  committed  by  its  agents,  within  the  scope  of  their  au- 
thority, in  the  performance  of  an  unauthorized  corporate  contract, 
though  it  is  illegal  or  immoral.  Such  a  contract  is  not  voidable, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  within  the  authorized  powers  of 
the  corporation.  Mere  want  of  authority  does  not  render  the 
contract  illegal.  Subscription  under  authority  of  the  directors, 
for  the  building  of  a  church,  though  unauthorized  by  the  corporate 
charter,  would  not  be  illegal.  The  contract  of  subscription  is  void, 
but  not  so  on  the  ground  of  illegality.  The  illegality  of  an  act 
depends  upon  its  quality,  and  not  upon  the  person,  natural  or  ar- 
tificial, who  performs  the  act.  An  agreement,  declared  by  statute 
to  be  void,  can  not  be  enforced,  because  such  is  the'  legislative  will, 
but  when  without  such  declaration,  the  agreement  is  simply  illegal, 
it  is  capable  of  enforcement  where  justice  plainly  requires  it. 
For  example,  where  a  banking  corporation,  authorized  to  pur- 
chase land  for  a  banking  house,  purchases  it  with  intent  only  to 
speculate,  the  corporation  can  not  repudiate  payment  for  the  land, 
on  the  ground  that  the  purchase  was  ultra  vires.^* 

A. 

KNOWLEDGE  ;  NOTIQE  TO  DIRECTORS  AND  OFFICERS,  OR  AGENTS. 

§  769.  When  knowledge  or  notice  is  imputable  to  the  cor- 
poration.— Notice  to,  or  knowledge  by,  an  officer  or  agent,  in 
the  course  of  his  employment,  as  to  matters  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  whether  or  not  he  communicates  such  knowledge,  is 
notice  to  the  principal,  though  such  principal  be  a  corporation.^" 

13  Park    Hotel    Co.    v.    National  St.   151;    McBwen  v.  Montgomery 

Bank,  86  Fed.  742.  Co.  Ins.  Co.,  5  Hill,  101;  Conro  v. 

i*Bissell  V.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  R.  Port  Henry  Iron  Co.,  12  Barb.  27; 

Co.    (1893),   22   N.   Y.   258.     Vide  Cumberland  Coal  Co.  v.  Sherman, 

supra,  §  961,  Toets  of  Agents.  30  Barb.  560;  Trenton  Banking  Co. 

15  Lawrence  v.  Tucker,  5  Me.  v.  Woodruff,  1  Green  Ch.  117; 
195;  Pittsburgh  Bank  v.  "White-  Wing  v.  Harvey,  5  De  G.,  M.  &  G. 
head,  10  Watts,  397;  Boggs  v.  Lan-  265;  Ransom  v.  Brinkerhoff,  56 
caster  Bank,  7  Watts  &  S.  336;  N.  J.  Bq.  149;  Patterson  v.  Pitts- 
Danville  Bridge  v.  Pomroy,  15  Pa.  burg,  etc.  Co.,  76  Pa.  St.  389,  18 
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"The  principal  is  chargeable  with  this  knbwledge,  for  the  reason 
that  the  agent  is  substituted  in  his  place,  and  represents  him  in 
the  particular  transaction,  and  as  this  relation,  strictly  speaking, 
exists  only  while  the  agent  is  acting  in  the  business  thus  delegated 
to  him,,  it  is  proper  to  limit  it  to  such  occasions."  Knowledge  of 
facts,  incidentally  acquired  by  individual  directors,  when  not  act- 
ing officially,  and  when  such  knowledge  is  not  communicated  to 
the  other  directors  or  officers,  is  not  notice  to  the  corporation.  The 
directors,  individually,  do  not  represent  the  corporation,  and  can  ' 
bind  it  only  collectively  as  a  board.^°  But  when  so  present  and 
acting  as  a  meeting,  a  director's  knowledge,  as  to  a  matter  before 
the  board,  whether  or  not  he  communicates  such  knowledge,  it  is 
notice  to  the  corporation.^^  Although  it  may  have  been  acquired 
before  be  became  such  director,  "the  existence  of  knowledge  in 
an  agent,  when  acting  for  his  principal,  is  notice  to  the  principal, 
however  the  knowledge  may  have  been  acquired,"^*  if  at  the 
time  of  so  acting,  such  knowledge  is  presumably  present  in  the 
officer  or  agent's  mind.^°  Notice  before  incorporation,  is  not 
notice  to  one  who  afterwards  becomes  an  officer  of  the  company.^" 
"If  false  and  fraudulent  representations  are  made  to  persons  who 
afterwards  become  officers  or  agents  of  a  corporation,  and  it  acts 
on  the  faith  of  such  representations,  and  is  thereby  defrauded, 
an  action  will  lie  in  favor  of  the  corporation  for  the  damages  thus 
sustained."^^  Notice  to  an  agent,  not  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment, is  not  notice  to  the  corporation.^^  Notice  to  a  traveling 
salesman,  of  a  change  in  a  partnership  firm,  is  not  notice  to  the 

Am.  Rep.  412;  Quiney  Coal  Co.  v.  etc.  Bank,  32  Vt.  341,  76  Am.  Dec. 

Hood,   77   111.    68;    In  re  Carew's  179. 

Estate,  31  Beav.  39;  Zeiss  v.  Pot-  is  Fairfield,    etc.    Sav.    Bank    v. 

ter   (C.  G.  A.),  105  Fed.  671;   At-  Chase,   72    Me.   226,   39   Am.   Rep. 

lantic  Cotton  Mills  v.  Indian,  etc.  319;    Snider  v.  Partridge,  178  III. 

Mills,   147   Mass.    168.   9   Am.    St.  173,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  130. 

Rep.    698;    Willard  v.   Denise,   50  la  Dorr  v.  Life  Ins.,  etc.  Co.,  71 

N.  J.  Eq.  482,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  788;  Minn.  38,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  309. 

Bank  of  United  States  v.  Davis,  2  20  Taylor  v.  Calloway   (1894),  7 

Hill  (N.  Y.)  451.  Tex.    Civ.   App.   461;    Brennan   v. 

isGoodloe  v.  Godley,  13  S.  &  M.  Emery,   etc.   Co.    (1900),   99   Fed. 

233,   51  Am.   Dec.   159;    Westfield  971. 

Bank  V.  Cornen,  37  N.  Y.  320,  93  21  Iowa,    etc.    Co.    v.    American, 

Am.  Dec.  573.  etc.  Co.   (1887),  32  Fed.  Rep.  735. 

17  National  Sec.  Bank  v.   Cush-  22  willard  v.  Denise   (1892),   50 

man,  121  Mass.  490;  City  Bank  of  N.  J.  Eq.  482;  Casco  Nat.  Bank  v. 

Columbus  V.  Phillips,   22  Mo.   85,  Clark    (1893),   139   N.  Y.   307,   36 

€4  Am.  Dec.  254;  Smith  v.  South,  Am.  St.  Rep.  705. 
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corporation  employing  him.^^  "Facts  coming  to  the  knowledge 
of  an  agent  or  an  attorney,  while  engaged  about  the  business  of 
his  agency,  are  in  law  presumed  to  be  known  to  the  principal  or 
client."''*  Knowledge  of  a  managing  cashier  of  a  bank,  learned 
in  the  course  of  the  business  of  the  bank,  that  a  deed  of  conveyance 
unrecorded,  has  been  made,  is  notice  to  the  bank  sufficient  to  de- 
feat its  deed,  afterward  placed  on  record  before  the  former  deed.-" 
Knowledge  acquired  by  a  bank  president,  while  acting  solely  for 
himself  in  his  own  interest,  is  not  notice  to  the  bank.^°  Notice  to 
an  officer,  personally  interested,  is  not  notice  to  the  corporation.^^ 
\^1lere  a  corporation  purchases  land  through  its  incorporators, 
and  they,  and  the  president,  all  knew  that  the  title  was  imperfect, 
the  corporation  was  charged  with  notice  of  the  imperfection.^" 
Where  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  corporate  creditors,  are  at  the 
same  time  officers  in  the  corporation,  notice  to  them  as  officers, 
is  not  notice  to  them  as  trustees.^*  'Where  a  corporation,  in  ex- 
change for  its  stock  and  borids,  purchases  a  railroad  at  foreclosure 
sale,  it  is  held  to  have  paid  no  value,  and  to  hold  the  property 
subject  to  the  same  equitable  liens  to  which  it  was  subject  in  the 
hands  of  its  grantors.^"  Property,  which  is  turned  into  a  corpora- 
tion for  its  stock,  is  impressed  with  a  trust,  and  may  be  followed.'^ 
Minutes  of  Meetings^  as  notice  to  stockholders. — In  a  suit  by 
a  stockholder  of  a  telegraph  company,  for  damages  by  delay  in 
transmission  of  message,  the  court  held,  as  to  notice,  that: — "A 
shareholder  in  a  corporation  is  not  chargeable  with  constructive 
notice  of  resolutions,  adopted  by  the  board  of  directors,  or  of  pro- 
visions in  the  by-laws  regulating  the  mode  in  which  its  business 
shall  be  transacted  with  its  customers."^^  The  minutes  are  inad- 
missible  as  notice  to  a  shareholder,  in  a  suit  against  him  by  the 
corporation.^^ 

23  Neal  V.  M.  E.  Smith,  etc.  Co.  =8  Simmons,    etc.    Co.    v.    Doran 

(1902),  116  Fed.  20.  (1892),  142  U.  S.  417;   Rogers  v. 

21  Consolidated,  etc.  Co.  v.  Kan-  New   York,    etc.    Co.    (1892),    134 

sas,  etc.  Co.  (1891),  45  Fed.  7.  N.  Y.  197. 

25  Johnston    v.     Shortridge,     93  29  New   York,   etc.   Co.   v.   Lom- 
Mo.  227  (1887).  bard  Inv.  Co.  (1895),  65  Fed.  271. 

26  Seaverns  v.  Presbyterian,  etc.  sovilas  v.  Page   (1887),  106  N. 
(1898),   173    111.   414,   64    Am.   St.  Y.  465. 

Rep.  125;  First,  etc.  Bank  v.  Skin-  31  Farmers,'   etc.   Bank  v.   Kim- 

ner  (Kan.  1900),  62  Pac.  705.  ball,  etc.  Co.    (1890),  1  S.  E.  388. 

27  Victor,    etc.    Co.    v.    National  32  Pearsall  v.  Western  U.  T.  Co. 
Bank  (1897),  15  Utah,  391,  49  Pac.  (1890),  124  N.  Y.  256. 

S26.  33  Blake  v.  Griswold  (1889),  103 

N.  Y.  429. 
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§  770.  Knowledge  by  an  officer  or  agent,  adversely  inter- 
ested.— The  presumption  is  that  the  agent  performs  his  duty 
to  his  principal.  On  this  is  based  the  doctrine  that  the  principal 
is  chargeable  with  notice  of  facts  within  the  agent's  knowledge, 
but  the  doctrine  does  not  apply  where  the  agent's  interest  is  ad- 
verse to  that  of  his  principal,  as  where  the  agent  is  dealing  in  his 
own  interest  with  the  principal.  In  such  case,  the  agent's  knowl- 
edge in  the  subject  matter  of  the  deal  is  not  to  be  imputed  to 
the  corporation.^*  Thus,  if  a  railroad  corporation  occupies  land 
after  its  agent  has  been  notified  by  the  owner  that  rent  will  be 
charged,  it  is  liable  in  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation.^^  So, 
where  a  corporation  is  made  party  defendant  to  an  action  by 
service  on  its  president,  as  authorized  by  statute,  and  is  repres- 
ented by  its  attorney,  it  will  be  presumed  to  know  what  transpires 
in  the  action.^® 

§771.  When  the  corporation  is,  chargeable  with  notice  of 
frauds  by  its  officers. — In  case  of  fraud  by  the  agent  of  a  cor- 
poration, for  his  own  benefit,  upon  any  third  person,  or  upon  an- 
other corporation  of  which  he  is  also  officer,  the  former  corporation 
is  charged  with  notice  of  the  facts  of  the  fraud.''  As,  where  the 
treasurer  of  a  corporation  pays  his  deficit  to  it  by  drawing  checks 
upon  another  corporation  of  which  he' is  also  treasurer,  no  other 
officer  of  either  corporation,  having  knowledge  of  the  true  nature 
of  the  transaction  when  it  occurred,  the  knowledge  of  the  treasurer 
must  be  imputed  to  the  corporation  receiving  the  checks,  and  their 
receipt  must  be  treated  as  wrongful,  and  as  imposing  a  liability 
to  repay  their  amount  to  the  corporation  against  which  they  were 
drawn.^^  For  a  principal  must  be  regarded  as  acting  with  knowl- 
edge of  a  fraudulent  act,  when  he  is  represented  solely  by  an 
agent  who  has  the  knowledge.'^  Mere  private  and  casual  knowl- 
edge, however,  of  a  transaction,  possessed  by  one  of  the  directors 
and  by  the  actuary,  is  insufficient  to  imply  that  the  company  knew 

siLamson  v.  Beard,  36  C.  C.  A.  3t  Atlantic   Cotton   Mills   t.    In- 

56,  94  Fed.  30;   Seaverns  v.  Pres-  dian,  etc.  Mills,  147  Mass.  268,  9 

byterian  Hospital,  173  111.  414,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  698. 

Am.    St.    Rep.    125;    Corcoran    v.  as  Atlantic   Mills   v.   Indian   Or- 

Snow    Cattle    Co.,    151   Mass.   74;  chard  Mills  (1888),  147  Mass.  268, 

Gunster  v.  Scranton,  etc.  Co.,  181  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  698. 

Pa.  St.  327,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  650.  39  Atlantic  Mills   v.   Indian   Or- 

35  Illinois     Central     R.     Co.    v.  chard  Mills  (1888),  147  Mass.  268, 

Thompson   (1885),  116  111.  159.  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  698. 

■36  Campbell  v.  Pope    (1889),  96 
Mo.  468. 
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of  the  transaction.*"  Nor'  is  it  enough  that  notice  should  be 
given  to  one  who  is  an  officer,  and  in  his  official  character.  He 
must  also  be  the  proper  officer  to  receive  notice  of  the  particular 
transaction.*^  And  where  a  director  of  a  land  company,  who 
was  also  probate  judge,  drew  a  deed,  in  the  presence  of  the  pres- 
ident and  executive  board  of  said  compan)',  conveying  to  a  third 
person  certain  lots,  and  took  the  acknowledgement,  but  before 
the  deed  was  recorded,  the  company  purchased  the  same  lots  from 
the  same  grantor,  it  was  held  that  the  company  had  no  such 
knowledge  of  the  identity  of  the  lots  purchased  with  those  for- 
merly conveyed,  as  would  charge  it  with  notice  of  the  former 
conveyance.*^ 

§  772.  Notice  to  promoters  or  stockholders. — Notice  to  pro- 
moters, corporators,  or  stockholders,  where  they  are  not  also  of- 
ficers of  the  corporation,  where  there  are  other  stockholders,  is 
not  notice  to  the  corporation.*'  Of  facts,  kriown  to  all  the  stock- 
holders, or  to  the  one  sole  owner  of  all  the  stock,  the  corporation 
is  chargeable  with  notice.** 

B. 

RATIFICATION  BY  THE  CORPORATION  OF  ACTS  OF  ITS  OFFICERS. 

§  773.  Knowledge  which  amounts  to  ratification. — A  corpor- 
ation, like  a  natural  person,  may  ratify  any  act  of  its  agents  which 
it  could  itself  lawfully  perform.*^  And  a  transaction,  although 
originally  unatithorized,  once  ratified,  becomes  as  binding  upon 

io  Ex  parte  Burbridge,   1   Deac.  Fed.  Rep.  505,  where  It  was  held 

131.    See  the  same  case  under  the  that  the  entry  into  possession  of 

name    of    Ex    parte    Watkins,    2  a  leased  road  in  pursuance  of  a 

Mont.   &  Ayrt.   690;    13   Sol.   J.  &  lease  executed  by  its  officers  with- 

Rep.  (1869),  870.  out  due  authority,  and  operating 

41 13  Sol.  J.  &  Rep.  (1869)   870;  the    same    and    paying    the    rent 

citing    Styles    v.    Cardiff    Steam  therefor,     as     reserved     in     said 

Boat  Co.,  12  W.  R.  1080,  4;N.  R.  lease,    is    ample    evidence    of   the 

483.  ■  ratification.      Planters'     Bank    v. 

42  Armstrong  v.  Abbott,  11  Colo.  Sharp,  4  Sm.  &  M.  75,  43  Am.  Dec. 
220  (1888).  470;   Fleckner  v.  Bank  of  United 

43  Wilson  V.  McCullough,  23  Pa.  States,  8  Wheat.  338,  363;  Green- 
St.  440,  62  Am.  Dec.  347;  Franklin  leaf  v.  Norfolk  Southern  R.  Co., 
Mining  Co.  V.  O'Brien,  22  Colo.  129,  91  N.  C.  ,33;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
55  Am.  St.  Rep.  118.  Ficke,   75   Mo.   178,   42   Am.   Rep. 

*4  Simmons,   etc.   Co.   v.   Doran,  397;   Kelsey  v.  National  Bank,  69 

142  U.  S.  417.  Pa.  St.  426;   Indianapolis,  etc.  Co. 

45Kessler  v.  Bnsley  (1903),  123  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  26  Fed.  140, 

Fed.    546;    Oregonian   Ry.    Co.   y.  120  U.  S.  526;  Dallas  v.  Columbia, 

Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co.  (1885),  28  etc.  Co.,  158  Pa.  St.  444. 
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a  corporation  as  in  case  of  a  ratification  by  an  individual. *°  Thus, 
under  a  statute  making  the  written  assent  of  stockholders,  owning 
two-thirds  of  the  stock  of  a  manufacturing  corporation,  indispens- 
able to  a  valid  mortgage,  such  assent,  if  given  afterwards,  will 
validate  the  mortgage,  if  no  intervening  equities  have  arisen,  even 
though  it  be  not  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  where 
the  mortgaged  property  is  situated.*^  A  ratification  by  the  stock- 
holders, made  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  material  facts,  al- 
though in  ignorance  of  their  legal  effect,  is  conclusive  against  the 
company.*'  The  stockholders  only  can  ratify  the  unauthorized 
acts  of  directors,  and  of  such  corporate  officers  as  are  elected 
directly  by  the  shareholders.**  The  question  of  ratification  of  the 
acts  of  directors,  can  seldom  arise  in  an  American  court,  for  the 
reason  that,  in  general,  the  whole  power  of  the  corporation  itself 
is  vested  in  the  board  of  directors ;  therefore,  what  may  be  law- 
fully done  by  the  corporation  can  generally  be  done  by  the  board 
of  directors.  In  other  words,  an  act  beyond  the  powers  of  the 
directors  is  ultra  vires  the  corporation,  and  void.  In  England, 
on  the  contrary,  the  question  may,  and  frequently  does,  arise  be- 
cause the  directors  are  regarded  simply  as  special  agents  of  the 
corporation.""  In  such  cases  the  obviously  just  rule  is  adopted, 
that  if  the  act  of  the  directors  to  be  ratified,  is  one  which  the 
company  itself  has  no  power  to  perform,  no  amount  of  acquies- 
cence on  the  part  of  the  shareholders  can  effect  a  ratification; 
"not  if  every  shareholder  of  the  company  had  said,  'that  is"  the 
contract  which  we  desire  to  make,  which  we  authorize  the  direc- 
tors to  make,  to  which  we  sanction  the  placing  the  seal  of  the 
company.'  "^^  In  other  cases,  whether  the  company,  i.  e.,  the 
shareholders,  as  a  body,  have  ratified  an  act  of  the  directors  in 

46  20  Cent.  L,.  J.  412;   Fleckner  matic  Gas  Co.  t.  Berry,  113  U.  S. 

v.  United  States  Bank,   8  Wheat.  322. 

338.  *9  Payson    v.     Stower,    2     Dill. 

*7  Rochester    Savings    Bank    v.  427 ;  In  re  New  Zealand  Banking 

Averell  (1883),  96  N.  Y.  467,  con-  Co.,  L.  R'.  3  Ch.  131;  Lane's  Case, 

struing  N.  Y.  Laws  1864,  ch.  517,  1  De  G.,  J.  &  S.  504;   McNulta  v. 

and  1871,  ch.  481.  Corn  Belt  Bank,   164  111.  427,  56 

is  Kelley     v.     Newburyport     &  Am.  St.  Rep.  203. 

Amesbury   Horse   R.    Ca    (1885),  bo  Lindley    on    Part.    (4th    ed.) 

141  Mass.  496;  Ashley  Wire  Co.  v.  249.     But  see  Green  v.  Nixon,  23 

Illinois  Steel  Co.,  164  111.  149,  56  Beav.  530. 

Am.  St.  Rep.  187 ;   Johnson  Co.  v.  bi  Ashbury,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Riche, 

Miller,  174  Pa.  St.  605,  52  Am.  St.  2  App.  Cas.  653,  673,  L.  R.  9  Exch. 

Rep.     833;     MoUer    v.     Keystone  224,  262,  per  Blackburn,  J. 
Fiber  Co.,  187  Pa.  St.  553;   Pneu- 
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excess  of  their  authority  depends  upon  whether  the  act  has  been 
brought  to  the  notice  of  the  shareholders  directly,  and  by  them 
ratified,  or,  whether  it  has  been  adopted  by  other  agents  of  the 
company  having  authority  to  act  in  the  premises.^"  While  the  un- 
authorized acts  of  officers,  not  elected  by  the  stockholders,  may 
be  sufficiently  ratified  by  the  superior  officers  appointing  them, 
the  shareholders  also  may  impart  validity  to  such  acts  by  their 
ratification  thereof.^'  So,  also,  a  corporation,  after  having  once 
confirmed  acts,  done  by  one  who  has  passed  himself  off  as  an 
agent,  is  estopped  from  denying  his  authority,  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  not  duly  chosen  by  the  directors.'*  Where  a  contract, 
under  seal,  has  been  executed  by  the  officers  of  a  corporation  in 
their  individual  names,  it  is  competent  to  aver  and  prove  by 
parol,  that  the  corporation,  as  the  real  party  in  interest,  adopted, 
ratified,  and  undertook  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  contract  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  become  bound  thereby.""  The  knowledge  of 
the  managing  president,  acquired  within  a  week  after  the  transac- 
tion, that  the  secretary,  who  had  no  such  authority,  had  executed 
a  note  on  account  of  the  corporation,  is  the  knowledge  of  the  cor- 
poration. The  president's  tacit  acquiescence  amounts  to  ratifica- 
tion by  the  corporation."* 

§  774.  "Ratification"  and  "adoption"  distinguished. — It  is 
very  common  to  find  ''ratification"  used  in  decisions,  where  "adop- 
tion" is  the  word  intended.  Clearly,  if  there  be  no  principal,  there 
can  be  no  agent.  Thus,  an  organized  corporation  can  not  ratify 
any  act  previously  performed  in  its  behalf.  If  it  afterward  adopt 
the  act,  it  can  do  so  and  bind  itself  only  for  a  valuable  or  adequate 
new  consideration.  This  is  the  formation  of  an  entirely  new  con- 
tract."^    Such  adoption  is   not  upon    any  principle  of  agency; 

52  Lindley    on    Part.     (4th    ed.)  53  Mount  Washington  Hotel  Co. 

259.      See    Burgess    and    Stock's  v.  Marsh  (1885),  63  N.  H.  230. 

Case,   2   Johns.   &  H.   441;    Irvine  BiFIynn  v.  Des  Moines,  etc.  Ry. 

v.  Union  Bank,  2  App.  Cas.  366;  Co.,  63  Iowa,  490. 

Athenaeum   L.  Assur.   Co.  v.   For-  bs  Williams      v.      Uncompahgre 

ley,  3  De  G.  &  J.  294;   Spackman  Canal   Co.    (Colo.    1890),    22   Pac. 

V.  Evans,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  171;  Evans  Rep.  806. 

V.  Smallcombe,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  249;  66  Joseph  Wolf  Co.  v.   Bank  of 

Lane's   Case,   L.   R.    7   C.    P.   43;  Commerce  (1903-),  107  111.  App.  58. 

Sewell's   Case,    L.   R.   3   Ch.   131;  57  Western    Screw,    etc.    Co.    v. 

Kent   V.    Jackson,    14    Beav.    367;  Cousley,   72   111.   531;    Whitney  v. 

Hodgkinson     v.     National     Live  Wyman,  101  U.  S.  392;  Bommer  v. 

Stock  Ins.  Co.,  26  Beav.  473;    20  American,  etc.  Co.,  81  N.  Y.  468; 

Cent.  L.  J.  414.  Abbott  v.  Hapgood,  150  Mass.  248, 
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whereas,  "ratification"  applies  only  to  acts  performed  on  behalf 
of  an  existing  principal,  and  is  based  upon  that  law  of  agency 
that  a  person,  in  whose  behalf,  under  simple  assumed  authority, 
an  act  was  done,  may  afterward  adopt  it  by  mere  acquiescence  and 
failure  to  repudiate  it,  and  thereby  make  the  act  as  binding  upon 
himself  as  if  he  had  authorized  it  before  its  performance.^* 

§  775.  Ratification  of  acts  dqne  before  incorporation. — Ex- 
amples.— In  England,  and  by  some  American  courts,  a  con- 
tract is  held  to  be  a  nullity  when  made  by  the  promoters  of  a 
corporation  in  its  behalf  before  incorporation,  and  that  the  cor- 
poration can  not  afterward  ratify  or  adopt  it." 

In  the  United  States. — But,  generally,  in  this  country,  it  is  held 
that  the  contract  itself,  so  made,  may  be  ratified  or  adopted  by 
the  corporation  when  organized,  and  become  binding  upon  the 
corporation  at  law  and  in  equity.""  And  when  the  contract  is 
within  the  purposes  for  which  the  corporation  was  organized,"^  it 
may  be  ratified;  and  when  it  was  for  appointment  of  an  agent, 
he  will  become  the  agent  of  the  corporation.'"  The  contract  may 
be  ratified  when  it  was  the  purchase  of  property  subject  to  equit- 
able lien,  or  other  liens ;"'  when  it  was  a  lease,  the  corporation  be- 
comes liable  to  pay  the  rent  ;"*  when  it  was  made  for  services  on 
behalf  of  the  corporation;""  when  a  promissory  note  was  given 
for  goods  afterward  accepted  by  the  corporation,"  and  when  the 
corporation  accepts  benefits  of  the-  contract."^    Bonds  previously 

15  Am.  St.  Rep.  193;   Queen  City,  es  Burt  v.  Batavia,  etc.  Co.,  86 

etc.  Co.  V.  Crawford,  127  Mo.  356.  111.    66;    Bridgeport,    etc.    Co.    v. 

B8  2  Kent's  Com.  616;   Story  on  Header,  72  Fed.  115. 

Agency,   §   239  et  seq.;  Kelsey  v.  ^^In  re  Hickman's  Estate,   172 

National  Bank,  69  Pa.  St.  426.  Pa.  St.  185;  Van  Schaick  v.  Third 

09  Kelner  v.  Baxter,  L.  R.  2  C.  R.  Ave.  Ry.  Co.,  49  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  409. 

174 ;  Melhado  v.  Porto  Alegre,  etc.  o®  Stanton  v.  New  York,  etc.  Ry. 

Co.,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  503.  Co.,  59  Conn.  272,  21  Am.  St.  Rep. 

60  Whitney  v.  Wyman,  101  TJ.  S.  110. 

392;  In  re  Heckman's  Estate,  172  ea  Paxton  Cattle  Co.  v.  First  Nat. 

Pa.  St.  185;  Burden  v.  Burden,  80  Bank,   etc.,   21  Neb.   621,   59   Am. 

App.  Div.  160,  159  N.  Y.  287;  Pax-  Rep.  852. 

ton     Cattle    Co.    v.    First    Nat.  «7  Moore,    etc.    Co.    v.    Towers' 

Bank,   etc.,   21  Neb.   621,   59   Am.  Hardware  Co.,  87  Ala.  206,  13  Am. 

Rep.  852;    Reichwald  v.  Commer-  St.  Rep.   23;    Seymour  v.   Spring, 

cial  Hotel  Co.,  106  111.  439.  etc.  Assn.,  144  N.  Y.  333;  Paxton 

61  Scadden,  etc.  v.  Scadden,  121  Cattle  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  etc., 
Cal.  33;  Stanton  v.  New  York,  etc.  21  Neb.  621,  59  Am.  Rep.  852; 
Ry.  Co.,  59  Conn.  272,  21  Am.  St.  Rockford,  etc.  Co.  v.  Sage,  65  III. 
Rep.  110.  328,   16   Am.   Rep.   587;    Weather- 

62  San  Joaquin,  etc.  Co.  v.  West,  ford,  etc.  Co.  v.  Granger,  86  Tex. 
94  Cal.  399.  350,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  837;  Jackson- 
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issued,  may  be  ratified  or  adopted,  and  become  valid  bonds  of  the 
corporation.'* 

Scope  of  Ratification. — No  ratification  can  cure  the  illegality  of 
an  act.  It  can  have  no  more  force  than  a  previous  grant  of 
authority  to  do  an  act  prohibited,  or  otherwise  in  violation  of 
the  corporate  charter,  or  in  excess  of  corporate  power.°° 

§  776.  Of  unauthorized  acts  of  officers  and  agents. — It  is  a 
general  rule,  founded  upon  unbroken  authority,  that  a  corporation 
is  bound  only  by  such  acts  of  its  officers  or  agents,  as  have  been 
either  expressly  or  by  implication  authorized.'"'  Acts,  however, 
which  are  performed  by  officers  within  their  apparent  power,  form 
an  exception  to  the  rule.''^  And  this  exception  goes'  so  far,  that 
even  their  fraudulent  acts  may  operate  to  bind  the  company.'^ 
But  an  incorporated  company  can  not  be  called  to  answer,  in  an 
action  of  deceit  for  false  representations  made  by  its  employes, 
unless  it  has  authorized  the  false  representations.''^  The  general 
rule  is  further  modified  by  the  fact,  that  unauthorized  acts  may  be 
ratified  or  acquiesced  in  by  the  corporation,  and  thus  bind  it.''* 
In  considering  the  effect  of  ratification,  however,  the  distinction 
between  unauthorized  acts  of  officers,  directors  and  agents,  and 
acts  done  by  them  in  excess  of  the  corporate  powers,  should  be' 

ville,  etc.  Co.  t.  Hooper,  160  U.  S.  not  bound  on  an  unauthorized  con- 

514;   Lake  Street,  etc.  Co.  v.  Car-  tract    made    In    its    name    by    its 

michael,  184  111.  348;   Hawkins  v.  agent,  the  agent  was  bound. 

Fourth  Nat.   Bank,   etc.,  150  Ind.  'i  Vide  infra,    §§    809,    812    and 

117;   Alcott  V.  Tioga  Ry.  Co.,   27  817;  Morawetz  on  Corp.   (2d  ed.), 

N.    Y.    546,    84    Am.    Dec.    298;  §   585;    Eaglesfield   v.  Marquis   of 

Wayne,  etc.  Co.  v.  Schuylkill,  etc.  Londonderry,  4  Ch.  Div.  693. 

Co.,  191  Pa.  St.  90.  72  Vide  infra,  §  777. 

68  Wood  V.  Whelen,  93  111.  153.  ts  Houston  &  Texas  Central  R. 

6»Kent    V.    Quicksilver    Mining  Co.  v.  McKinney   (1881),  55  Tex. 

Co.,  78  N.  Y.  159;    Hood  v.  New  179.     So,   in  an  action  against  a 

York,  etc.  Co.,  22  Conn.  502.  corporation  for  deceit  by  false  rep- 

70  The    general    doctrine   is    ap-  resentations  made  by  its  agent  on 

plied  in  the  following  cases:  Kel-  the   sale   of   goods    manufactured 

sey  v.  Sargent,  40  Hun,  150;   De  and   sold   by   it   for   a  particular 

Bost    V.    Albert    Palmer    Co.,    35  purpose,  there  can  be  no  recovery 

Hun,  386;  Little  v.  Ker  (1886),  44  without  proof  of  bad  faith  or  ab- 

N.  J.  Bq.  263;   Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v.  sence    of    reasonable    grounds    of 

McSherry  (1888),  68  Md.  41;  Rice  belief.     Erie  City  Iron  Works  v. 

V.    Peninsular    Club     (1883),    52  Barber  (1884),  106  Pa.  St.  125,  51- 

Mich.    87;    Gregory   v.    Lamb,    16  Am.  Rep.  508. 

Neb.  205;  Dale  v.  Donaldson  Lum-  74ij[utual  Life   Ins.    Co.   v.  Mc- 

ber  Co.   (1886),  48  Ark.  188;   and  Sherry,  68  Md.  41;    Metropolitan, 

in  IJoshannon  Land  Co.  v.  Sloan  etc.  Co.  v.  Domestic,  etc.   Co.,  43 

(1885),  109  Pa.  St.  532,  it  was  fur-  N.  J.  Eq.  626.    Vide  supra,  §§  721, 

ther  held  that  if  the  principal  was  722,  stod  infra,  §§  779,  780,  818. 
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borne  in  mind/"  It  is  self  evident  that  a  corporation  is  not  bound 
by  engagements  of  its  promoters,  assuming  to  contract  for  it  in 
advance;  though  it  may,  by  adopting  such  contracts,  make  them 
its  own/°  It  is  just  as  plain,  that  even  a  president  can  not  bind 
the  company  by  an  act,  after  he  has  ceased  to  hold  the  office^' 
A  corporation  will  not  be  bound  by  contracts,  or  by  a  vote  by  the 
directors,  to  pay  fictitious  claims  of  large  salaries  to  its  pres- 
ident and  secretary,  under  circumstances  showing  conspiracy.'* 
And  it  has  been  decided,  generally,  that  a  person,  in  acting  at 
the  instance  of  a  director,  who  assumes  powers  never  delegated  to 
him,  does  so  at  his  own  peril,  and  creates  no  charge  against  the 
corporation."  As,  where  the  directors  and  officers  of  a  domestic 
corporation,  had  fraudulently  misappropriated  its  funds,  it  ap- 
peared that  they  had,  without  authority,  removed  the  office  and 
official  business  beyond  the  State,  and  held  directors'  meetings 
in  another  State,  had  rnade  donations  for  political  purposes,  hold- 
ing annual  meetings  of  stockholders  in  the  State  only  for  election 
of  directors,  at  each  meeting  approving  all  the  acts  for  the  direc- 
tors and  officers  for  the  previous  year.  After  the  bringing  of  the 
suit,  the  directors  held  a  regular  meeting  in  the  State,  by  resolu- 
tion, ratifying  all  their  own  acts  done  without  the  State.  These 
proceedings  were  held  insufficient  to  show  a  ratification  of  the 
ultra  vires  acts.^°  A  contract  made  by  a  director  with  the  corpor- 
ation, if  not  fraudulent  or  to  the  prejudice  of  the  corporation,  may 
be  ratified  by  the  stockholders,  although  the  director  was  dis- 
qualified by  bis  self-interest.'^ 

75  "The  expression,  'unauthor-  unpaid  vouchers  of  plaintiff  were 
ized  acts,'  is  used  to  designate  not  signed  and  approved  hy  one 
those  contracts  or  transactions  P.  until  he  had  ceased  to  he  presi- 
which  a  corporation,  without  ex-  dent  of  the  road,  then,  in  the  ab- 
ceeding  its  charter  or  statutory  sence  of  proof  that  any  other  offi- 
powers,  might  have  authorized  its  cial  of  the  company  had  authority 
directors,  officers  and  agents  to  to  sign  and  approve  them,  the 
perform,  but  which  they  have  en-  vouchers  in  themselves  were  not 
tered  into  without  that  authority,  evidence  of  indebtedness,  and  the 
either  express  or  implied."  Beach  jury  were  not  at  liberty  to  con- 
on  Railways,  §  499.  sider  them.    This  was  improperly 

76  Battelle  v.  Northwestern,  etc.  refused. 

Co.  (1887),  37  Minn.  89.  TsKelsey   v.    Sargent,    40    Hun. 

77  New    York,    etc.    Ry.    Co.    v.      150. 

Bates  (1887),  68  Md.  184.    In  this  79 Rice   v.   Peninsular   Club,    52 

case,    in   an    action    for' personal  Mich.  87. 

services   against   a   railroad   com-  soMcConnell     v.     Combination, 

pany,    defendant    asked    that    the  etc.  Co.  (Mont.  1904),  76  Pac.  194. 

jury    be   instructed    that    if   they  si  Robertson  v.  H.  E.  Bucklen  & 

found  from  the  evidence  that  the  Co.  (1903),  107  111.  App.  369. 
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§  777.  By  directors  and  other  officers,  of  acts  of  subordin- 
ates.— Where  the  treasurer  of  a  corporation,  with  full  power 
to  manage  its  business  and  to  appoint  other  agents,  sold  land 
and  personal  property  of  the  corporation  in  Alaska,  and  then 
left,  having  delegated  his  powers  to  the  vice-president,  who 
brought  suit  to-  recover  the  property  alleging  want  of  power  in 
the  treasurer  to  sell:  held,  the  vice-president  had  no  authority 
to  disaffirm  the  sale,  the  directors  having  taken  no  action,  were 
presumed  to  have  acquiesced  and  ratified  it.'^  Any  officer  or 
agent  of  a  corporation  may  give  validity  to  the  unauthorized  acts" 
of  his  subordinates,  provided  they  be  of  a  kind  which  he  might 
have  authorized  them  to  perform.'^  Thus,  directors  may  ratify 
the  unauthorized  acts  of  their  appointees  **  or  the  acts  of  other 
corporate  officers,  which  should  not  have  been  done  without  au- 
thority first  obtained  from  the  directors. "*  But,  of  course,  the 
managers  of  a  company  can  not  ratify  an  act  which,  under  the 
charter,  can  only  be  done  with  the  consent  of  the  stockholders.*' 
Ratification  by  directors  may  be  made  by  accepting  the  report  of 
a  committee  stating  the  facts,'^  or  by  the  acquiescence  of  a  majority 
of  the  directors,  with  fiill  knowledge  of  the  contract  so  ratified.'* 


82  Alaska,  etc.  Co.  v.  Solner 
(1903),  123  Fed.  855. 

83  Pacific  R.'  Co.  V.  Thomas,  19 
Kan.  256. 

84  Lyndeborough  Glass  Co.  v. 
Massachusetts  Glass  Co.,  Ill  Mass. 
315;  Sherman  v.  Fitch,  98  Mass. 
59;  Fleckner  v.  Bank  of  United 
States,  8  Wheat.  338,  368;  Scott  v. 
Middletown,  etc.  R.  Co.,  86  N.  Y. 
204. 

85  Perry  v.  Simpson,  etc.  Co.,  37 
Conn.  520;  Sherman  v.  Fitch,  98 
Mass.  59;  Darst  v.  Gale,  83  111. 
136. 

ssCrum's  Appeal  (1870),  66  Pa. 
St.  474.  -c- 

87  Thus,  a  ratification  of  the 
treasurer's  use  of  the  corporate 
seal  on  notes,  may  he  presumed, 
where  a  committee  of  the  direct- 
ors pronounced  the  notes  genuine, 
where  interest  was  paid  on  them, 
and  reports  stating  this  fact  were 
accepted.  St.  James  Parish  V. 
Newburyport  &  Amesbury  Horse 
E.  Co.~  (1885),  141  Mass.  500. 
Vol.  II  — 74 


88  In  an  action  on  a  contract  ex- 
ecuted by  the  president  of  the  de- 
fendant corporation  without  au- 
thority from  the  directors,  where 
,  the  plaintiff  has  performed  all  the 
acts  refluired  of  him  by  the  con- 
tract, and  relies  on  the  acquies- 
cence of  the  directors  as  a  ratifica- 
tion, a  charge  that  "all  directors 
are  presumed  to  know  what  it  is 
their  duty  to  know,  what  they 
are  able  to  know,  and  what  they 
undertook  to  know  when  they  ac- 
cepted the  position,"  and  "that, 
in  the  absence  of  direct  and  posi- 
tive evidence  of  the  knowledge  of 
the  directors,  jurors  have  the 
right  to  assume  that  they  are 
doing  what  they  were  appointed 
to  do,  and  that  they  know  what 
they  were  appointed  to  know,"  is 
erroneous.  The  party  relying  on 
a  ratification  must  show  that  the 
directors,  or  a  majority  of  them, 
actually  knew  of  the  contract  and 
its  terms,  and  with  such  knowl- 
edge acquiesced  in  it.    Murray  v. 
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Ratification  may  also  be  presumed,  from  a  failure  to  exercise 
promptly  the  right  of  disaffirmance.*'  The  president  and  sec- 
retary may  thus  ratify  acts  brought  to  their  notice.^"  But  the 
president  can  not  ratify  his  own  wrongful  act.''^  In  an  action 
for  breach  of  a  contract,  made  by  the  treasurer  of  defendant  for 
wharf  privileges,  where  the  superintendent  of  defendant  testified 
that  it  "had  used  the  plaintiffs'  wharf  since  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  acted  under  it,"  a  charge  that  this  was  a  sufficient 
ratification  of  the  contract,  if  defendant  accepted  it,  acted  under 
it,  and  performed  its  terms,  with  full  knowledge  of  its  import,  was 
sustained.'^ 

§  778.  Effect  of  ratification. — Ratification  relates  back  to 
the  inception  of  the  contract,  and  is  equivalent  to  original  author- 
ity, except  as  to  the  intervening  rights  of  third  persons,  strangers 
to  the  transaction.*^ 


Nelson    Lumber   Co.    (1887),    143 
Mass.  250. 

89  Under  the  by-laws  of  a  cor- 
poration, Its  board  of  directors  re- 
tained the  power  in  their  hands 
to  control  the  president  and  su- 
perintendent whenever  it  was 
thought  proper  to  do  so;  and 
where  a  release  was  made  of  a 
contract  by  thp  president,  and  re- 
ported to  the  board,  but  no  act  or 
resolution  of  disaffirmance  of  the 
release  was  passed  till  two  years 
after  notice  of  the  transaction, 
and  about  a  year  and  a  half  after 
suit  had  been  commenced  upon  the 
original  contract,  it  was  held  that 
a  ratification  of  the  release  was 
presumed,  the  right  of  disaffirm- 
ance not  being  exercised  promptly, 
and  that  the  suit,  having  been 
begun  six  months  after  notice  of 
the  transaction,  if  it  can  be  con- 
sidered as  a  disaffirmance  of  the 
release,  came  too  late.  Indian- 
apolis Rolling-mill  Co.  v.  St.  Louis, 
Ft.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (1887),  120  U. 
S.  256. 

90  In  an  action  by  a  tenant 
under  a  lease  executed  by  an  un- 
authorized agent  of  a  corporation, 
it  appeared  that  for  more  than  a 
hundred  days  after  the  president 

•  and  secretary  had  received  notice 
of   the  lease,   nothing   was    done 


towards  repudiating  it,  and  mean- 
time plaintiff  was  allowed  by  the 
agents  in  charge  to  expend  labor 
and  money  in  developing  the  prop- 
erty. During  sixty  days  of  the 
time  plalntifE  acted  under  a  letter 
from  the  duly  accredited  agent  of 
the  company,  which  gave  him  to 
understand  that  the  company  had 
sanctioned  the  lease;  accordingly 
he  was  held  entitled  to  recover. 
Hoosac  Mining  &  Milling  Co.  v. 
Donat  (1888),  10  Colo.  529. 

91  Where  the  president  of  a  mill- 
ing company  incorporated  for  the 
purpose  of  converting  and  selling 
agricultural  products,  purchases 
flour  in  the  name  of  the  company, 
aind  ships  it  to  a  dealer  in  op- 
tions In  grain,  and  pledges  the 
flour  in  payment  of  options  on 
wheat,  the  purchase  of  flour  and 
wheat  being  unknown  to  and  un- 
authorized by  the  milling  com- 
pany, no  benefit  resulting  to  it  by 
reason  thereof,  his  acts  will  not 
amount  to  a  ratification  of  the 
purchase.  Getty  v.  Barnes  Milling 
Co.  (Kan.  1888),  19  Pac.  Rep.  617. 

92  Taylor  v.  Albemarle  Steam 
Navigation  Co.  (1890),  105  N.  C. 
484,  10  S.  E.  Rep.  897. 

93  Pleckner  v.  Bank  of  U.  S.,  8 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  338;  First  Nat. 
Bank,  etc.  v.  Fricke,  75  Mo.  178, 
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Withdrawal  by  the  Contractee. — Any  time  before  the  assumed 
principal  is  bound  by  ratification,  the  other  party  to  a  promoter's 
•contract  in  behalf  of  the  unorganized  corporation,  may  withdraw, 
inasmuch  as  there  is  no  mutuality  or  consideration  to  bind  the 
■contract.'* 

§  779.  Ratification  by  acquiescence.  Acceptance  of  ben- 
efits.— The  ratification  of  the  unauthorized  acts  of  officers  of 
corporations,  may  be  presumed  indirectly  from  acts  of  recognition 
and  acquiescence,  beyond  the  time  during  which  disaffirmance 
should  have  been  made,'^  or  the  corporation  will  be  estopped  to 
deny  ratification.'"  This  is  true  even  in  respect  of  the  torts  of  its 
agents  and  servants;  and  a  corporation,  which  ratifies  or  accepts 
the  unauthorized  malicious  acts  of  its  agents,  is  liable  in  exem- 
plary damages.'^  But  ratification  is  not  to  be  lightly  presumed 
from  silence  alone ;"  certainly  not,  where  the  act  is  wholly  beyond 
the  ordinary  duties  of  the  officers  or  agents  performing  it."  Arid 
where  a  corporation  sues  to  set  aside  a  contract,  claimed  to  have 
been  agreed  to  by  its  directors  in  fraud  of  ,its  rights,  the  other 


42  Am.  Rep.  397;  New  ¥ork,  etc. 
Trust  Co.  V.  Saratoga,  etc.  Co.,  88 
Hun,  569,  157  N.  Y.  689;  Calumet 
Paper  Co.  v.  Haskell,  etc.  Co.,  144 
Mo.  331,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  425. 

9*  Andrews  v.  ^tna  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  92  N.  Y.  596;  McClintock  v. 
South  Penn.  Oil  Co.,  146  Pa.  St. 
144,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  785;  Consoli- 
dated, etc.  Co.  V.  Nash,  109  Wis. 
490. 

95  Scott  V.  Jackson  M.  E.  Church, 
50  Mich.  528.  A  railroad  corpo- 
ration should  be  deemed  to  have 
ratified  a  settlement  by  its  direct- 
ors by  giving  notes,  where  for 
ten  years  its  liability  on  the  notes 
was  not  questioned,  where  it  paid 
interest  on  them,  and  accepted  re- 
ports in  which  they  were  referred 
to  as  outstanding  obligations. 
Kelley  v .  Newburyport  &  Ames- 
bury  Horse  R.  Co.  (1885),  141 
Mass.  496.  So  the  defense  of  ultra 
vires  was  held  not  available  in 
an  action  by  an  artist  to  recover 
on  a  contract,  made  with  the  treas- 
urer and  performed  in  good  faith, 
to  make  a  statue  of  an  inventor 
for  whom  the  defendant  corpora- 


tion was  named,  to  be  erected  in 
the  New  York  Central  Park;  a 
scheme  for  voluntary  subscrip- 
tions having  proved  abortive. 
Ellis  V.  Howe  Machine  Co.,  9 
Daly  (N.  Y.),  78.  An  allegation 
in  the  complaint  of  a  corporation 
that  the  contract  was  entered  into 
"with  the  plaintiff,"  and  by  set- 
ting forth  the  contract  in  terms 
by  which  it  appeared  to  have  been 
made  by  the  president  in  behalf 
of  the  corporation,  has  been  held 
sufiicient  to  show  authority  in  the 
president  to  make  the  contract. 
St.  Paul  Land  Co.  v.  Dayton 
(1887),  37  Minn.  364. 

86  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, 163  U.  S.  564;  Wheeler  v. 
Home,  etc.  .Bank,  188  111.  34,  80 
Am.  St.  Rep.  161;  Mohrfeld  v.  Sec- 
ond German,  etc.  Assn.,  194  Pa. 
St.  488. 

97  Galveston,  Harrisburg,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Donahoe  (1881),  56 
Tex.  162. 

98  Kersey  Oil  Co.  v.  Oil  Creek 
&  Allegheny  R.  Co.,  12  Phila.  374. 

99  Kersey  Oil  Co.  v.  Oil  Creek 
&  Allegheny  R.  Co.,  12  Phila.  374. 
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party  to  the  contract,  can  not  contend  that  the  acquiescence  of  the 
corporation  precludes  its  action.^  The  existence  of  a  new  board 
of  directors,  is  no  ground  for  denying  to  a  corporation  the  right 
to  rescind  a  fraudulent  contract,  entered  into  by  a  former  board.* 
Knowledge,  by  the  corporation,  of  all  the  material  facts  and 
terms  of  the  unauthorized  contract,  is  essential  to  show,  in  attempt 
to  hold  that  the  corporation  impliedly  ratified  it,  but  acquiescence 
implies  such  knowledge.'  If  a  person  assuming  to  act  as  agent 
of  a  corporation,  but  without  legal  authority,  or  an  agent  in  excess 
of  his  proper  authority,  make  a  contract,  and  the  corporation 
knowingly  receive  and  retain  the  benefit  of  it,  this  will  be  a  ratifi- 
cation of  the  contract,  and  render  the  corporation  liable  as  a  party 
to  it.*  The  rule  does  not  apply,  unless  the  corporation  itself  re- 
ceied  the  money  or  property,  or  appropriated  it  under  corporate 
agency.^     In  this  manner  ratification  may  be  presumed,  of  acts 


1  Metropolitan  Elevated  Ry.  Co. 
v.  Manhattan  Elevated  Ry.  Co. 
(1884),  11  Daly,  373. 

2  Metropolitan  Elevated  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Manhattan  Elevated  Ry.  Co. 
(1884),  11  Daly,  373. 

3  Illinois  Pneumatic  Gas  Co.  v. 
Berry,  113  U.  S.  322;  Combs  v. 
Scott,  12  Allen  (Mass.),  493;  San- 
ders V.  Chartrand,  158  Mo.  352; 
Blen  V.  Bear,  etc.  Co.,  20  Cal.  602, 
81  Am.  Dec.  132;  Edwards  v.  Car- 
son Water  Co.,  21  Nev.  469,  34 
Pac.  381. 

4  Kickland  v.  Menasha,  etc.  Co., 
68  Wis.  34;  Paxton  Cattle  Co.  v. 
First  National  Bank,  21  Neb.  621, 
59  Am.  Rep.  852;  Holmes  v.  Kan- 
sas City  Board  of  Trade,  81  Mo. 
137;  Paulding  v.  London,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  8  Ex.  867;  Beverly  v.  Lincoln 
Gas  LigKt,  etc.  Co.,  6  Adol.  &  Ell. 
829;  Tuscaloosa,  etc.  Co.  v.  Perry 
(1888),  8^  Ala.  158.  The  law  upon 
this  point  is  well  stated  by  Chief 
Justice  Shaw  In  a  frequently  cited 
case:  "It  seems  to  be  now  well 
settled  in  this  commonwealth, 
since  the  great  multiplication  of 
corporations,  extending  to  almost 
all  the  concerns  of  business,  that 
trading  corporations,  whose  deal- 
ings embrace  all  transactions  from 


the  largest  to  the  minutest,  and 
affect  almost  every  individual  in 
the  community,  are  affected  like 
private  persons  with  obligations 
arising  from  implications  of  law, 
and  from  equitabje  duties  which 
imply  obligations;  with  construct- 
ive notice,  implied  assent,  tacit 
acquiescence,  ratifications  from 
acts  and  from  silence,  and  from 
acting  upon  contracts  made  by 
those  professing  to  be  their  agents; 
and  by  those  legal  and  equitable 
considerations  which  affect  the 
rights  of  natural  persons.  Mel- 
ledge  V.  Boston  Iron  Co.,  5  Cush. 
158,  175."  See  also  Selma,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Tipton,  5  Ala.  787;  Phila- 
delphia, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Howard,  13 
How.  307;  Scaggs  v.  Baltimore, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  10  Md.  268;  20  Cent. 
L.  J.  412.  It  Is  provided  by  stat- 
ute in  New  York  that  where  di- 
rectors have  exceeded  their  au- 
thority in  borrowing  money  for 
the  corporation,  the  contracts  are 
not  to  be  deemed  Invalid  as 
against  the  company  by  reason 
thereof.  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1845,  ch. 
230,  §  1. 

6  Pranco-Texan  Land  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cormick,  85  Tex.  416,  34  Am.  St. 
Rep.  815. 
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of  promoters,'  of  the  president/  of  a  director,'  or  other  officer.*, 
Where  a  corporation  borrows  money,  which  is  applied  to  the  im- 
provement of  its  property,  and  the  stocliholders,  knowing  of  such 
improvement,  and  the  loan  to  effect  it,  allow  the  creditor  to  ad- 
vance the  money,  and  the  money  to  be  used,  without  any  indica- 
tion of  dissent  on  their  part,  they  are  estopped  to  object  to  the 
validity  of  the  debt  that  k  was  not  authorized  by  a  previous  meet- 
ing and  consent  of  stockholders.'^"  But  a  board  of  directors,  who 
have  made  a  barter  of  the  assets  of  the  company  for  personal  gain, 
■can  not,  by  an  act  purporting  to  be  an  acceptance  of  an  equivalent 
for  such  assets,  conclude  the  stockholders,  or  their  representatives, 
from  showing  that  no  equivalent  was  actually  received.^"^ 

§  780.     Ratification  of  acts  of  promoters. — The  transactions 
and  contracts  of  persons  engaged  in  promoting  the  organization 


e  And,  so  it  was  held:  Where  the 
promoters  of  a  corporation,  after 
the  signing  but  before  the  filing 
of  articles  of  incorporation,  and 
"before  the  fixing  of  a  time  for  the 
commencement  of  business,  se- 
lected a  president,  and  authorized 
him  to  make  a  note  in  payment 
for  certain  property,  which  came 
■duly  into  the  possession  of  the 
corporation  and  was  used  and  em- 
ployed by  it,  recovery  was  allowed 
an  assignee  of  the  note.  Paxton 
Cattle  Co.  V.  First  National  Bank, 
21  Neb.  621,  59  Am.  Rep.  852.  But 
to  impute  to  a  corporation  liability 
for  services  rendered  prior  to  its 
creation.,,  under  an  agreement 
with  the  promoter  thereof,  it  must 
be  shown  that  the  services  re- 
sulted to  the  Interest  of  the  cor- 
poration and  were  performed  on 
the  corporate  credit  rather  than 
on  the  individual  credit  of  the 
promoter.  Perry  v.  Little  Rock 
&  Fort  Smith  Ry.  Co.,  44  Ark.  383. 

^  Thus  in  a  case  in  the  Alabama 
<;ourt,  it  was  held  that  a  company 
retaining  the  proceeds  of  a  note 
<€xecuted  by  its  president  can  not 
deny  his  authority  to  make  it. 
Tuscaloosa,  etc.  Co.  v.  Perry 
(1888),  85  Ala.  158.  And  so  a  rail- 
way company,  by  accepting  the 
l)enefits  arising  under  a  deed  con- 
veying to  it  a  right  of  way,  has 


been  held  to  be  affected  with  no- 
tice of,  and  to  be  bound  to  per- 
form certain  covenants  in  another 
instrument,  previously  executed 
by  its  president,  relating  to  the 
same  subject  matter,  the  two  in- 
struments being  considered  as  one. 
Mobile  &  M.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Gilmer 
(Ala.  1889),  5  So.  Rep.  138. 

8  Where  a  director  of  a  corpora- 
tion, after  proposing  a  loan  to  the 
corporation  at  a  regular  meeting 
of  the  directors,  sought  the  advice 
of  counsel  as  to  the  authority  of 
the  corporation  to  borrow,  and  a 
form  of  bond  was  drawn  up  by  the 
form'  of  bonds  was  drawn  up  by  the 
corporation,  though  without  his 
being  actually  employed  by  it,  the 
corporation  was  declared  liable 
for  the  services  of  the  counsel. 
Holmes  v.  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Trade,  81  Mo.  137. 

» Where  a  corporation  had  ac- 
cepted a  deed  of  land,  bought  by 
one  of  its  ofilcers,  it  was  held  es- 
topped from  denying  the  authority 
of  the  oflScer  to  agree  to  pay  a 
price  additional  to  the  considera- 
tion set  forth  in  the  deed.  Kick- 
land  V.  Menasha,  etc.  Co.  (1887), 
68  Wis.  34. 

10  Manhattan  Hardware  Co.  v. 
Boland   (1889),  128  Pa.  St.  119. 

11  Guild  V.  Parker  (1881),  4a 
N.  J.  430.     ' 
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of  a  corporation,  are  necessarily,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  un- 
authorized, and  depend,  for  their  validity  as  corporate  acts,  upon 
the  ratification  of  the  company  subsequently  formed.  For  the 
promoters  of  a  corporation  do  not  strictly  represent  it  in  any 
relation  of  agency,  and  have  no  authority  to  enter  into  preliminary 
contracts  binding  upon  the  corporation,  when  it  shall  come  into 
existence.^^  The  company  can  not,  however,  accept  the  benefits, 
of  a  contract  entered  into  in  its  behalf  by  its  promoters,  without 
also  assuming  the  burdens  thereof.^'     When  promoters'  contracts 


12  Munson  v.  Syracuse,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1886),  103  N.  Y.  58;  Double- 
day  V.  Musket,  7  Bing.  110;  Money- 
penny  V.  Hartland,  1  Car.  &  P.  35; 
Kerridge  v.  Hesse,  9  Car.  &  P. 
200.  In  the  first  case  the  sanction 
of  the  contract  of  the  promoter 
was  obtained  by  the  act  or  co- 
operation of  a  director  who  had 
a  private  interest,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  company  might  resist  an 
action  for  specific  performance,  at 
least  as  it  had  not  accepted  the 
consideration  or  taken  the  benefit 
of  the  contract.  The  circum- 
stances of  this  case  were  these: 
Plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of 
nearly  the  whole  issue  of  mort- 
gage bonds  made  by  a  railroad 
company.  Said  corporation  hav- 
ing become  insolvent  and  having 
abandoned  the  enterprise  of  con- 
structing its  road,  plaintiffs  en- 
tered into  a  contract  with  defend- 
ant Magee  which  recited  that 
Magee  represented  persons  and  in- 
terests proposing  to  organize  an- 
other railroad  Company.  By  the 
contract,  plaintiffs  agreed  to  fore- 
close the  mortgage  Securing  the 
bonds,  to  purchase  the  property 
covered  by  the  mortgage  on  fore- 
closure sale,  and  to  convey  the 
same  to  Magee,  or  to  the  company 
proposed  to  be  organized.  Magee 
agreed  to  deliver  to  plaintiffs  in 
payment  for  the  property  so  con- 
veyed first  mortgage  bonds  of  the 
new  company  to  an  amount  spe- 
cified. A  new  company  was  or- 
ganized, which  contemplated 
building  a   road  on  substantially 


the  same  line  as  that  of  the  old' 
company,  of  which  new  company 
plaintiff  Munson  was  president 
and  a  director.  Its  board  of  di- 
rectors passed  a  resolution  assum- 
ing the  obligations  of  Magee,  and 
subsequently  a  new  contract  was 
was  made  between  it  and  plaint- 
iffs, which  substituted  the  com- 
pany in  place  of  Magee  in  the  con- 
tract. Munson,  as  a  director,  par- 
ticipated in  the  meeting  of  the 
board  at  which  the  resolution  was 
passed  and,  as  its  president,  exe- 
cuted the  new  contract.  The  new 
company  subsequently  located  an 
entirely  new  line  upon  which  to- 
build  its  road.  Plaintiffs  fore- 
closed the  mortgage  and  pur- 
chased the  property,  which  con- 
sisted of  rights  of  way  and  a 
road-bed,  partially  graded  over  a. 
portion  of  the  route  of  the  old 
Company. 

18  See  cases  in  last  note,  and 
Gooday  v.  Colchester,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
L.  R.  15  Bq.  596;  Edwards  v. 
Grand  Junction  Ry.  Co.,  1  Mylne 
&  C.  650;  Preston  v.  Liverpool, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Eq.  124;  Lit- 
tle Rock  &  Fort  Smith  R.  Co.  v> 
Perry,  37  Ark.  164,  9  Am.  &  Eng. 
R.  Cas.  610,  44  Ark.  383,  25  Am. 
&  Eng.  R.  Cas.  44,  50;  Boomer  v. 
American  Spiral  Hinge  Manuf. 
Co.,  81  N.  Y.  468;  Despatch  Line 
V.  Bellamy  Manuf.  Co.,  12  N.  H. 
205;  Grape  Sugar,  etc.  Manuf.  Co. 
V.  Small,  40  Md.  395;  Pister  v.  La 
Rue,  15  Barb.  323.  Of.  Edwards 
V.  Grand  Junction  R.  Co.,  1  Mylne 
&  C.  650.     In  the  first  Arkansas 
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have  been  thus  adopted  by  the  new  company,  and  their  benefits 
received,  they  become  the  contracts  of  the  corporation,  and  are 
enforcible  against  it.^*  The  same  rule  appHes  to  ccMiitracts  entered 
into  with  promoters  of  one  company,  by  an  amalgamated  company, 
or  a  rival  company  that  has  assumed  the  first  company's  liabili- 
ties.^^ A  similar,  but  somewhat  extended,  rule  has  been  en- 
acted by  the  English  Railway  Construction  Facilities  Act  of 
1864,^°  which  provides  that  contracts,  relative  to  the  purchase  or 
taking  of  lands  for  the  railway,  entered  into  by  the  promoters  be- 
fore the  incorporation,  shall  be  as  binding  on  the  company  as 
though  entered  into  by  the  company.  So,  also,  the  company  may 
be  bound  by  an  express  ratification  of  the  promoters!  contracts,^'' 


case,  at  p.  190,  Eakin,  J.,  said: 
"The  rule  has  been  fully  adopted 
in.  the  American  courts  upon  the 
English  authorities  and  with  the 
same  limitations.  The  rule  is 
thus  defined  by  Mr.  Redfield  in  his 
work  on  the  Law  of  Railways, 
vol.  1,  p.  16:  'Whenever  a  third 
party  enters  into  a  contract  with 
the  promoters  of  a  railway,  which 
is  intended  to  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  the  company,  and  they  take  the 
benefit  of  the  contract,  they  will 
be  bound  to  perform  it  upon  the 
familiar  principle  that  one  who 
adopts  the  benefit  of  an  act,  which 
another  volunteers  to  perform  in 
his  name  and  in  his  behalf,  is 
bound  to  take  the  burden  with  the 
benefit.'  This  is  a  very  well 
formulated  expression  of  the  rule, 
and  on  all  points  carefully  guarded 
to  conform  with  the  decided  cases, 
and  limit  its  scope.  It  has  also, 
in  some  cases,  been  held  in  Amer- 
ica, that  a  corporation  is  liable  at 
law  upon  an  implied  assumpsit, 
for  services  rendered  before  it 
came  in  esse,  but  which  were  nec- 
essary to  perfect  its  organization, 
and  which,  after  such  organization 
was  perfected,  it  accepted,  and  the 
benefits  of  which  it  enjoyed."  And 
the  judge  cited  Low  v.  Connecti- 
cut &  Pass'umpsic  Rivers  R.  Co., 
45  N.  H.   375. 

i^Paxton    Cattle    Co.    v.    First 
Nat.    Bank    (1887),   21   Neb.   621; 


Swisshelm  v.  Swissrald  Laundry 
Co.   (1880),  95  Pa.  St.  367. 

15  Stanley  v.  Chester,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  3  Mylne  &  "C.  773;  Green- 
halgh  V.  Manchester,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
9  Sim.  416;  Preston  v.  Liverpool, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  586; 
Lindsey  v.  Great  Northern  Ry. 
Co.,  10  Hall,  664;  Hacker  v.  Mid. 
Kent  Ry.  Co..  12  Law  T.  N.  S. 
669. 

18  27  &  28  Vic.  ch.  121,  §  30. 

1'  Pa3Tie  V.  New  South  Wales 
Coal  Co.,  10  Ex.  283;  Hutchinson 
V.  Surrey  Gas  Assn.,  11  C.  B.  689. 
And  in  Wood  v.  Whelen  (1879), 
93  111.  153,  where  the  promoters 
of  a  private  corporation,  acting 
as  directors  of  the  de  facto  organ- 
ization, not  yet  incorporated, 
adopted  a  resolution  that  for  the 
purpose  of  completing  and  putting 
in  successful  operation  the  works 
for  the  erection  and  carrying  on 
of  which  the  company  had  been 
organized,  and  to  provide  for  the 
subsequent  extension  of  such 
works,  there  should  be  issued  a 
certain  number  of  bonds  of  the 
company,  to  be  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage upon  its  property,  upon  which 
to  borrow  money  for  the  purpose 
Indicated.  In  pursuance  of  this 
resolution  and  after  the  company 
became  incorporated,  the  bonds 
were  executed  by  the  regularly 
constituted  officers  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  also  a  mortgage  under 
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or  by  the  acceptance  of  a  charter  which  recognizes  and  provides 
for  the  fulfilment  thereof.^*  There  is  a  line  of  English  cases 
which  hold,  that  there  can  be  no  ratification  by  a  corporation  of 
the  contracts  of  its  promoters  f-'  that  the  apparent  ratification  is  in 
fact,  a  new  contract,  and  that  the  liability  of  the  corporation  de- 
pends upon  the  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel.^"  But  late  Ameri- 
can cases,  with  sound  reason  hold,  that  while  a  corporation  is  not 
bound  by  engagements  made  on  its  behalf  by  its  promoters,  be- 
fore it  is  organized,  ft  may,  after  it  is  organized,  make  such  en-  ' 
gagements  its  contracts,  by  adopting  them;  and  this  it  may  do, 
precisely  as  it  might  make  similar  original  contracts,  formal  ac- 
tion of  its  board  of  directors  being  necessary  only  where  it  would 
be  necessary  to  a  similar  original  contract.^^  To  the  direct  con- 
trary, and  in  accordance  with  the  English  cases,  American  cases 
hold  that  where  a  contract  is  made  in  the  name,  and  for  the  benefit 
of,  a  projected  corporation,  the  corporation,  after  its  organization, 
can  not  become  a  party  to  the  contract,  either  by  adoption  or  rati- 
fication of  it.^^  The  ratification  or  adoption  of  a  contract  made 
by  promoters,  may  be  implied  by  conduct  of  stockholders  or  of- 


the  seal  of  the  company.  Subse- 
quently, and  while  the  bond  and 
mortgage  were  still  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  company,  the  directors 
of  the  corporation,  by  resolution, 
gave  express  authority  to  their 
agent'  to  sell  these  bonds,  upon 
certain  prescribed  terms,  and  to 
deliver  the  mortgage  for  their  se- 
curity. It  was  held  that  this  ac- 
tion of  the  board  of  directors  of 
the  corporation  was  equivalent  to 
an  original  authority  to  issue  the 
bonds,  and  an  adoption  of  the 
mortgage  previously  executed,  as 
well  as  a  ratification  of  the  action 
of  the  promoters  of  the  corpora- 
tion in  respect  thereto,  so  that,  ir- 
respective of  the  question  as  to 
the  power  of  the  promoters  of  the 
corporation  to  bind  the  future  cor- 
poration, the  securities  became 
the  valid  and  binding  obligations 
of  the  corporation  by  its  own  act 
of  adoption  and  ratification 
through   its   directors. 

18  Tilson    V.    Waunek    Gaslight 
Co.,    4    Bam.    &   C.    962;    Shaw's 


Claim,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  177;  Caledon- 
ian, etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Helensburgh, 
2  Macq.  395. 

IS  Melhado  v.  Porto  Allegre  Ry. 
Co.,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  503;  Kllner  v. 
Baxter,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  174;  In  re 
Empress  Engineering  Co.,  16  Ch. 
125;  In  re  Northumberland  Ave- 
nue Hotel.  33  Ch.  16. 

20  Touche  V.  Metropolitan  ky. 
Warehousing  Co.,  6  Ch.  67;  Lind- 
sey  V.  Great  N.  Ry.  Co.,  10  Hare, 
664;  Edwards  v.  Grand  Junction 
Ry.  Co.,  1  Mylne  &  C.  650;  Stan- 
ley V.  Chester,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  3 
Mylne  &  C.  773;  Bedford,  etc.  Ry. 
V.  Stanley,  2  Johns.  &  H.  746. 

21  Battelle  v.  Northwestern  Ce- 
ment &  Concrete  Pavement  Co. 
(1887),  37  Minn  89. 

22  Abbott    V.    Hapgood     (1890), 
_  150  Mass.  248,  22  N.  E.  Rep.  907, 

citing  Kellner  v.  Baxter,  L.  R.  2 
C.  P.  174;  Gunn  v.  Insurance  Co., 
12  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  694;  Melhado  v. 
Porto  Allegre  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  C.  P. 
503;  In  re  Engneering  Co.,  16  Ch. 
DiV.  125. 
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ficers  authorized  to  bind  the  corporation/'  when  such  conduct  in- 
dicates intention  to  bind  tlie  corporation.^* 


ADMISSIONS  BY  DIRECTORS  AND  OTHER  OFFICERS. 

§  781.  Effect  upon  the  corporation  of  admissions  and  dec- 
larations.— To  be  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  corpora- 
tion, an  admission  or  declaration  of  a  corporate  officer  or  agent 
must  be  made  within  the  scope  of  his  general  authority,  and  made 
in  the  course  of  a  transaction  on  behalf  of  the  corporation.^'  A 
stockholder  or  member,  as  such,  is  not  an  agent  of  the  corporation, 
and  no  declaration  by  any  one  of  them  is  admissible,  unless  he  is 
acting  as  officer  or  agent. ^*  To  prove  the  officer's  authority,  his 
admissions  are  not  admissible,  in  evidence,  unless  known  to  and 
.acquiesced  in  by  the  corporation.^^  His  admissions,  as  to  by-gone 
transactions,  are  inadmissible.  They  must  be  made  as  to  current 
business,  and  in  the  course  of  the  transaction.^^  Admissions  by 
individual  directors,  when  not  acting  as  a  |)oard,  are  not  admis- 
sible. Their  admissions,  only  when  acting  collectively  as  a  board, 
bind  the  corporation  ;^°  and  only  when  made  by  a  majority  of  the 
board.'"  The  corporation  may  be  bound  by  admissions  of  the 
general  manager  or  superintendent,  made  in  the  course  of  a  tran- 
saction within  the  scope  of  his  general  authority,  or  made  by 
express  authority  of  the  directors.'^  No  admission  made  by  the 
president,  or  secretary,  or  treasurer,  unless  within  the  scope  of 

23  White   V.   Westport,    etc.   Co.,  Cush.  (Mass.)  38,  57  Am.  Dec.  50; 

1  Pick.   (Mass.)   215,  11  Am.  Dec.  City,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  etc. 

158.  Bank,  62  Ark.  33,  54  Am.  St.  Rep. 

24McArthur  v.  Times  Prtg.  Co.,  282. 

48  Minn.  319,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  653;  28  Holmes  v.  Montauk  Steamboat 

Sbreyer    v.    Turner,    etc.    Co.,    29  Co.,  35  C.  C.  A.  556,  93  Fed.  731; 

Oreg.  1,  43  Pac.  719.  Merchants'    Nat.    Bank    v.    Clark, 

25  Chicago,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  r.  Bel-  139  N.  Y.  314,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  710. 
llwith,  28  C.  C.  A.  358,  83  Fed.  29  Kearney  Bank  v.  Froman,  129, 
437;  Wheeler  v.  Home,  etc.  Bank,  Mo.  427,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  456; 
188  111.  34,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  161;  Tripp  v.  New  Metallic,  etc.  Co., 
Gilmore  v.  Mittineague  Paper  Co.,  137  Mass.  499. 

169  Mass.   471;    First  Nat.   Bank,  so  Jones    v.    Planters'    Bank,    9 

etc.  V.  Ocean  Nat.  Bank,  60  N.  Y.  Heisk.    (Tenn.)    455. 

278,  19  Am.  Rep.  181.  31  McGenness   v.   Adriatic  Mills, 

26  Fairfield  County,  etc.  Co.  v.  116  Mass.  177;  Hartford,  etc.  Co. 
Thorp,  13  Conn.  173;  Dean  v.  v.  Cambria  Mining  Co.,  80  Mich. 
Ross,  125  Cal.  227.  491. 

27Gould  V.  Norfolk  Lead  Co.,  9 
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his  authority,,  is  admissible  against  the  corporation.^''  But  if  such 
ofificer,  or  any  other,  is  entrusted  with  the  general  management  o£ 
the  corporate  business,  or  of  a  particular  transaction,  his  admission 
within  the  scope  of  such  authority,  is  admissible  in  evidence.^*^^ 
The  same  rules  apply  to  admissions  made  by  the  cashier  of  a 
bank.^*  The  declarations  of  an  agent  or  officer  of  a  corporation' 
are  not  admissible,  except  when  made  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae, 
or  in  the  performance  of  his  duties,  as  agent  or  officer."^^  Ad- 
missions by  directors  when  acting  as  a  board,  will  bind  the  cor- 
poration, but  not  when  acting  singly,  unless  as  the  corporation's 
special  agent.  "A  fact,  orice  admitted  by  a  corporation  through 
its  officer,  duly  and  properly  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  author- 
ity, is  evidence  against  it,  and  cannot  be  withdrawn  to  the  prej- 
udice of  any  one  who,  in  reliance  upon  it,  has  changed  his  situa- 
tion in  respect  to  the  matter  aflfected  thereby.  In  such  a  case  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel  applies  to  a  corporation  as  well  as  to  an 
individual."*®  Thfe  statements  of  a  treasurer  as  to  the  corporate 
bonds  with  which  he  had  no  duties  to  perform,  are  not  admissible.*^ 
The  admissions  of  the  president  of  a  construction  company  oper- 
ating a  railroad,  are  inadmissible  against  the  railroad  in  proof  of 
an  accident.*'  Admissions  of  the  president,  having  no  extra 
powers,  are  inadmissible  in  proof  of  what  is  due  a  laborer,*"  but 
as  managing  agent,  he  may  admit  the  performance  of  a  con- 
tract.*" Statements  of  an  engineer  in  charge  of  a  locomotive,  as 
to  its  condition  at  a  time  before  the  happening  of  an  accident,  are 
inadmissible.*'^  The  statement  of  an  officer,  without  authority  to 
speak  for  the  corporation,  whether  certain  stock  is  full-paid,  are 
inadmissible.*^     An  admission  by  a  receiver,  is  not  admissible, 

32  Holmes  v.  Turner  Falls  Co.,  37  Hardwick,  etc.  Co.  v.  Drenan 
150  Mass.  535;  Rumbough  v.  (1900),  72  Vt.  438;  Stanton  v. 
Southern  Impr.  Co.,  112  N.  C.  751,  Baird,  etc.  Co.  (Ala.  1902),  32 
34  Am.  St.  Rep.  528.  South.   299. 

33  Chicago,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Cole-  ss  Chattanooga,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Lid- 
man,  18  111.  297,  68  Am.  Dec.  544;  dell  (1890),  85  Ga.  482,  11  S.  B. 
Kilpatrick    v.    Home,    etc.    Assn.,  853,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  169. 

119  Pa.  St.  30.  39Truesdell  v.   Chumar    (1894), 

3*  Oakland,    etc.    Sav.    Bank    v.  75  Hun,  416. 

State  Bank,  etc.,  113  Mich.  284,  67  lo  Bullock  v.  Consumers'  Lumber 

Am.  St.  Rep.  463.  Co.   (Cal.  1892),  31  Pac.  367. 

36  Cosgray  v.  New  England  P.  *i  Louisville,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Stew- 
Co.  (1897),  22  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  455.  art  (1893),  56  Fed.  808. 

36  O'Leary  V.  Board  of  Education  42  Browing    v.    Hinkle     (1892), 

(1883),  93  N.  Y.  1.  48  Minn.  544. 
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against  the  corporation,  as  to  a  fact  existing  before  his  appoint- 
ment, and  of  which  he  had  no  personal  knowledge.*? 

Effect  of  admissions  and  declarations  against  stockholders. — 
Admissions  by  a  corporate  officer  or  agent,  do  not  bind  a  dis- 
senting stockholder,  who  is  a  corporate  creditor,  because  the 
corporation  herein  does  not  represent  him  any  more  than  it  does 
any  other  creditor.**  The  acts  and  admissions  of  the  president,, 
acting  as  its  general  agent,  binds  the  corporation.*^ 

Admissions  against  the  company. — The  representations,  made  hj 
a  physician  employed  by  a  railroad  corporation,  will  bind  the  com- 
pany, where  he  conspired  with  the  company's  claim  agents  ta 
secure  for  inadequate  sum,  a  release  from  liability  for  personal 
injury  to  a  passenger.*^  The  corpsration  was  held  liable  to  am 
investor,  who  paid  money  to  the  secretary  of  a  real  estate  in- 
vestment company,  for  investment  by  the  company,  where  the 
investor  accepted  from  the  secretary  a  forged  mortgage  to  her^ 
purporting  to  be  from  the  borrower,  the  secretary  having  em- 
bezzled the  money.*^  But  the  corporation  was  held  not  liable,, 
where  all  the  paper  of  a  corporation  intended  to  be  negotiated  at 
the  treasurer's  private  bank,,  was  required  to  be  executed  by  the 
general  manager,  and  the  treasurer,  who  had  general  authority  to- 
issue  negotiable  paper  of  the  corporation,  forged  the  general' 
manager's  signature  thereto,  and  negotiated  it,  and  converted  the 
proceeds  to  his  own  use.**  Representations  by  an  agent  of  the 
corporation  will  not  bind  it,  unless  it  be  concerning  authorized 
business  of  the  corporation,  and  unless  he,  at  the  time,,  is  acting- 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority.*^ 

D. 

MISREPRESENTATIONS    BY    OFFICERS    AND    AGENTS. 

§  782.  Misrepresentations  by  officers  and  agents. — (See 
also  Subscription,  sees.  255-26612.) — A  corporation  may  be  held 
responsible   for   false   and   fraudulent   misrepresentati'ons   of  its; 

43  First  National  Bank  v.  Linn,  ford   (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1904),  81  S. 

etc.    Bank    (1897),    30    Ore.    296,  "W.  Rep.  1189. 

47  Pac.  614.  «  Ring  v.  Long  Island,  etc.  Co. 

44Mullanpliy      Sav.      Bank     V.  (1904),  87  N.  Y.  S.  682. 

Schott,    135    111.    655,   25    Am.   St.  ^s  Merchants',  etc.  Co.  v.  Lufkin 

Rep.  401.  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Clv.  App.  1904),. 

*5  Rapp  V.  Hutchinson,  etc.  Co.,  79  S.  W.  651. 

87  N.  Y.  S.  459.  is>  Com.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Trust  Nat. 

« International,    etc.    v.    Schu-  Bank   (Tex.  1904), '80  S.  W.  601. 
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officers  and  agents  while  acting  within  the  scope  of  their  authority, 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  principals  may  be  rendered  liable 
by  such  acts  on  the  part  of  their  agents.""  But  if  the  officer  was 
ignorant  of  the  untruthfulness  of  the  representations  when  he 
made  them,  and  he  alone  transacted  all  the  business  in  reference 
to  the  contract,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
to  the  contrary,  that  the  corporation  was  ignorant  of  the  falsity 
of  the  representations."^  Where  the  authority  of  a  corporate 
agent,  to  enter  into  a  certain  contract,  apparently  within  the  scope 
of  his  general  powers,  depends  upon  the  existence  of  some  fact 
particularly  within  his  knowledge,  the  company  is  bound  by  his 
representations  in  respect  thereof,  whether  they  be  true  or  false."^ 
Thus,  where  an,  applicant  for  insurance  can  neither  read  nor 
write,  and  has  no  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  his  application, 
which  is  made  out  by  the  insurer's  agent,  he  is  not  bound  by 
statements  falsely  made  therein  by  the  agent,  who  is  the  agent 
of  the  insurer,  and  not  of  the  insured,  in  what  he  does,  and  the 
statements  he  makes,  in  preparing  the  application."'  Again, 
where  the  questions  asked  the  assured  by  an  insurance  agent,  are 
answered  truthfully,  but  the  agent  writes  down  false  answers, 
and  cheats  the  assured  into  signing  a  false  warranty  and  paying 
the  premium,  a  policy  issued  thereon  can  not  be  avoided  on  the 
ground  that  the  warranty  was  false.'^*  But  in  that  case  the  insurer 
will  not  be  estopped  from  setting  up  their  falsity  in  an  action 
on  the  policy,  where  a  copy  of  the  application  was  written  on 
the  back  of  the  policy,  and  in  the  possession  of  the  insured,  before 
the  loss  occurred,  as  he  is  then  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  its 

soMackay  v.  Commercial  Bank,  such    statements    were    in    effect 

L.  R.  5  P.  C.  394;  Weir  v.  Bell,  3  made  to   the   corporation.      Iowa 

Ex.  Div.  238;  Weir  v.  Bamett,  3  Economic  Heater  Co.  v.  American 

Ex.    Div.    32;    Sevire   v.   Francis,  Economic   Heater   Co.    (1888),   32 

3  App.  Cas.  106;   Barwick  v.  Lon-  Fed.  Rep.  735. 

don  Joint-Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  ei  Watson   Coal   &   Min.   Co.   v. 

259;    Swift  v.   Jewshury,  L.  R.  9  James   (1887),  72  Iowa,  184. 
Q.  B.   301.     Apparently  contra  is    i      02  story   on   Agency,   452;    New 

Western  Bank  v.  Addle,  L.   R.  1  York,  etc.  R.   Co.  v.  Schuyler,  34 

H.  L.   Sc.  145.     In  an  action  for  N.  Y.  30,  68;   Griswold  v.  Haven, 

misrepresentations  as  to  the  mer-  25   N.   Y.   601,    82   Am.   Dec.   380; 

its    of   a   certain    heating    device.  Beach  on  Railways,  §  501. 

made  by  oflScers  of  the  company  63  State  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jordan  (Neb. 

owning  the  device,  to  certain  per-  1890),  45  N.  W.  Rep.  792.    , 

sons   who  thereupon   organized  a  ^i  Dwelling-House    Ins.    Co.    v. 

corporation    for    the    purpose    of  Gould    (Pa.    1890),    19    Atl.    Rep. 

selling  the  heater,  it  was  held  that  793. 
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contents,  whether  he  read  it  or  not,  and  by  failing  to  procure  a 
correction  or  rescission  of  the  contract,  he  becomes  a  party  to 
the  agent's  fraud. ^'^  To  render  the  declaration  of  an  officer  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  it  must  be  shown  either  that  he  had  authority 
to  make  the  statement,  or  that  he  was  held  out  as  the  proper 
officer  to  whom  to  apply  for  information,  or  that  he  had  some 
duty  to  perform  in  the  premises.^" 

E. 

FRAUDS    BY    CpRPORATE    OFFICERS. 

§  783.  Generally. — Any  single  stockholder  may  sue  on  his 
own  behalf,  and  that  of  other  stockholders  and  the  corporation,  in 
case  of  breach  of  trust,  fraud,  ultra  vires  acts,  or  negligence  by 
directors,  stockholders  or  others,  in  the  organization  or  manage- 
ment of  the  corporation.^'  Failure  of  such  suit  by  the  stockholder, 
will  not  make  him  liable  for  malicious  prosecution  or  libel,  in 
the  absence  of  personal  arrest  or  seizure  of  property."*  For  the 
torts  of  its  officers,  agents  or  servants,  a  corporation  is  liable  to 
the  same  extent,  and  under  the  same  rules  of  law,  as  apply,  under 
like  circumstances,  to  natural  persons.""  "As  a  corporation  can 
only  speak  or  act  by  agent,  there  is  stronger  reason  for  holding 
it  answerable  for  the  acts  and  representations  of  the  agent,  done  ' 
within  the  ostensible  scope  Of  his  authority,  and  while  transacting 
the  business  of  the  principal,  than  when  the  principal  is  a  natural 
person.  However,  the  same  rule  applies  alike  to  natural  and 
artificial  persons."""  A  corporation  will  be  held  liable  for  fraud 
of  its  directors,  against  another  corporation  under  control  of  the 
same  directors."^  And  where  all  the  stock  of  several  companies 
is  illegally  conibined  in  a  corporation,  the  State  will  forfeit  its 
charter."^ 

55  Johnson  v.  Dakota  F.  &  M.  Rep.  508;  New  York,  etc.  Ry.  Co. 
Ins.  Co.  (N.  D.  1890),  45  N.  "W.  v.  Haring,  47  N.  J.  Law,  137,  54 
Rep.  799.  Am.  Rep.  123.     Vide  supra,  §  768. 

56  Tuthill  Spring  Co.  v.  Shaver  and  infra,  §  961. 

Wagon  Co.    (1888),  35   Fed.  Rep.  eoErie  City  Iron  "Works  v.  Bar- 

644.  bar,   106  Pa.   St.  125,   51  Am.   St. 

BTHawes     v.     Oakland     (1881),  Rep.   508. 

104  U.  S.  450;  Dickerman  v.  North-  si  Fitzgerald  v.   Fitzgerald,   etc. 

em  T.  Co.   (1900),  176  U.  S.  181.  Co.   (1894),  41  Neb.  374,  59  N.  W. 

58  Cincinnati,   etc.  Co.  v.  Bruck  838.                                 , 

(1900),  61  Ohio  St.  489.  62  state    v.     Standard    Oil    Co. 

59  Brie  City  Iron  Works  v.  Bar-  (1892),  49  Ohio  St.  137,  15  L.  R. 
ber,     106    Pa.     St.    125,    51    Am.      A.  145,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  541. 
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§  784.    Frauds  by  directors.  Personal  interest  in  contracts. — 

As  trustees  of  the  corporation,  directors  will  be  held  accountable 
in  equity,  for  any  breach  of  their  trust  relations."^  A  director  is 
liable  to  the  corporation  for  all  the  profits,  where  he  gets  a  build- 
ing contract  from  the  corporation  on  representation  that  the  price 
is  actual  cost  of  the  work,  whereas  he  had  sub-contracted  it  at  a 
lower  price."*  He  may  be  compelled  to  return  to  the  corporation 
for  cancellation,  stock,  which  he  had  voted  to  ouside  parties,  for 
property  far  below  par  value  of  the  stock,  and  which  was  secretly 
transferred  to  him  for  control  of  the  corporation."^  Where  roll- 
ing-stock for  a  railroad  was  purchased  by  the  directors  in  the 
name  of  a  "dummy"  trustee  of  a  car  trust,  with  corporate  funds, 
appropriated  for  construction  of  the  road,  the  court  ignored  the 
car  trust  as  purchaser,  and  held  the  rolling-stock  to  be  property 
of  the  corporation.""  A  director  may  contract  with  the  corpora- 
tion, if  the  contract  is  a  fair  one,  and  open,  and  not  secret,  and 
is  regularly  approved  by  a  majority  of  the  stockholders.  If  it  is 
unfair,  the  court  may  set  it  aside."^  The  creditors  of  a  solvent 
corporation  can  not  object  to  such  a  contract,  where  the  stock- 
holders assent  to  it."^  A  director  or  officer,  having  power  to 
make  a  corporate  contract,  can  not  set  it  aside,  if  he  is  personally 
interested  in  it."°  Where  a  director  owns  all  the  stock  of  the 
corporation,  it  may  contract  freely  with  h'im.'"'  Where  directors, 
Avho  were  creditors  of  the  corporation,  caused  bonds  and  mort- 
gage to  be  issued  to  themselves .  for  a  debt,  with  the  purpose 
to  assign  them  to  one  who  had  organized  a  rival  corporation,  and 
did  so  assign  them,  they  were  liable,  for  the  consequences,  to  dis- 
senting stockholders,  in  an  action  brought  after  they  had  ceased 
to  be  directors.''*     No  subsequent  act  of  the  corporation  can,  by 

ssBosworth    v.    Allen     (1901),  Rumsey  v.  New  York,  etc.  R.  R. 

168  N.  Y.  157.  (1902),  53  Atl.  495. 

64  Keystone,  etc.  Co.  v.  Bate  es  Barr  v.  New  York,  etc.  R.  R, 
(1898),  187  Pa.  St.  460;  Griffith  v.  (1891),,  125  N.  Y.  263;  Welsh  v. 
Blackwater,  etc.  (1899),  46  W.  Va.  Importers',  etc.  Bank  (1890),  122 
56,  33  S.  E.  125.  N.  Y.  177. 

65  Perry  v.  Tuskaloosa,  etc.  Co.  os  Continental  Trust  Co.  v.  To- 
(1891),  93  Ala.  364,  9  South.  217;  ledo,  etc.  (1898),  86  Fed.  929; 
Santa  Ana  Water  Co.  v.  San  Leonhardt  v.  Citizens'  Bank,  etc. 
Buena  Ventura  (1895),  65  Fed.  (1898),  56  Neb.  381,  76  N.  W.  452. 
324.  TOMcCracker  v.  Robison  (1893), 

«8  McGourkey  v.  Toledo,  etc.  Ry.  57  Fed.  375. 

(1892),  146  U.  S.  536.  71  Jacobus  v.  American,  etc.  Co. 

67Goodell   V.   Verdugo,   etc.   Co.  (1904),   88  N.  Y.  S.  302,  99  App. 

(Cal.  1903),  71  Pac.  354;  Munson  Div.  366. 
V.  Magee    (1900),  161  N.  Y.  182; 
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■way  of  estoppel,  validate  any  previous  corporate  act  which  was 
tiot  within  its  express,  or  necessarily  implied,  corporate  powers.^^ 
The  corporation  may  rescind  a  contract,  made  with  a  firm  to  act 
as  selling  agents,  the  directors  being  interested  in  the  firm,  and 
the  contract  being  unfair  to  the  corporation/' 

§  785.  Accepting  secret  gifts.-r- It  is  a  breach  of  trust  by 
a.  director  to  accept  a  secret  gift  from  any  person,  at  any  time 
dealing  with  the  corporation ;  for  this,  he  is  liable  to  account  and 
to  turn  over  to  the  corporation,  the  money,  stock,  or  other  prop- 
€rty  wliich  he  has  so  accepted  f*  as,  where  a  treasurer  was  re- 
quired to  pay  over  to  the  corporation  the  amount  of  a  commission, 
by  him  secretly  received  upon  a  sale  of  property  made  to  the  com- 
pany.'^ 

§  787.  "Dummy"  directors. — A  "dummy"  director  is  some- 
times put  in  the  board  by  the  bondholder,  and  acts  under  their 
control.  Bonds  issued  below  pai-  to  holders,  who  have  put  in 
their  "dummies"  as  directors  of  the  company,  are  invalid  and  may 
be  attacked  by  any  dissenting  stockholder,  or  creditor,  or  by  the 
corporation." 

§  788.  Tramp  corporations. — Some  States,  by  the  laxity 
of  their  enabling  acts,  and  low  charge  of  fees,  have  invited  in- 
corporation by  non-residents,  having  a  nominal  ofiice  and  "dummy 
directors"  within  the  State,  but  with  no  intent  to  do  business  there  ; 
on  the  contrary,  intending  to  do  business  elsewhere  where  its 
principal  directors  and  stockholders  live.  So  much  has  the  prac- 
tice grown,  that  these  corporations  have  become  known  as  "tramp 
corporations."  In  cases  of  such  evasion  of  the  spirit  of  the  law, 
some  States  have  forfeited  the  charter.''^  Some  ignore  such  in- 
corporation and  hold  the  corporators  liable  as  partners.'''  "No 
rule  of  comity  will  allow  one  State  to  spawn  corporations,  and 
send  them  into  other  States  to  do  business  there,  when  said  first- 
mentioned  State  will  not  allow  them  to  do  business  within  its 

72  Traders',  Mut.  etc.  Co.  v.  (1896),  68  Vt.  579,  54  Am.  St.  Rep. 
Humphrey    (1904),    109    111.   App.      904. 

246.  '"  Central  T.  Co.  v.  New  York, 

73  United  States,  etc.  Co.  v.  etc.  R.  R.  (1887),  18  Abb.  N.  Cas. 
Browne  (C.  C.  1903),  25  Ohio  Cir.  381;  Central  T.  Co.  v.  Kneeland 
Ct.  R.  347.  (1891),  138  U.  S.  414. 

74  Paducah,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mulhol-  77  State  v.  Park,  etc.  Lumber 
land    (Ky.   1894),    24    S.   W.    624.  Co.,  58  Minn.  330. 

Tide   supra.    §§    252-254,    Feaudu-  7s  Montgomery    v.    Forbes,    148 

LENT  Agbeements  With  Subsckib-  Mess.  249;  Hill  v.  Beacn,  12  N.  J. 

EES.  Bq.  31. 

75  Rutland,    etc.    Co.    v.    Bates 
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own  borders."^"  In  Texas  and  in  Massachusetts,  such  an  incor- 
poration will  not  protect  its  members  from  liability  as  partners.'* 
But  they  will  not  be  held  liable  as  partners  where  there  is  no 
fraud  or  evasion  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  incorporation.*^ 

§  789.  Frauds  by  promoters. — As  the  promoter's  relations 
with  the  corporation,  are  those  of  agency  and  trust,  he  will  be 
liable  to  subscribers  and  to  the  corporation,  for  breach  of  trust 
in  the  sale  of  property  to  the  corporation,  at  a  secret  profit  to 
himself,  where  he  had  simply  an  option  upon  it  and  had  not  pur- 
chased it  before  such  fiduciary  relations  began. *^  Where  a  pro- 
moter, selling  property  to  the  corporation,  mierepresents  the 
price  he  paid  for  it,  he  is  liable  to  the  corporation  for  his  profits, 
though  the  property  was  fully  worth  the  price  paid  by  the  com- 
pany.*^ Where  the  promoters  of  a  new  corporation  of  thirty-nine 
paper  mills,  which  turned  their  property  over  to  the  new  company 
for  its  stock  and  bonds,  receiving  about  half  the  price  so  paid, 
the  promoters  secretly  receiving  the  other  half,  the  court  held  that 
the  remedy  of  the  original  mill  owners  was  against  the  promoters 
and  not  in  defense  of  suit  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  that 
though  the  promoters  were  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation, 
they  were  bound  to  disclose  the  profit  they  made,  and  to  account 
for  it  to  the  mill  owners.** 

§  790.  Frauds  in  sale  of  property  to  the  corporation. — A 
director  who  purchases  property,  expressly  to  sell  it  to  the  cor- 
poration, must  account  to  it  for  whatever  profit  he  makes  in  the 
transaction  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  stockhold- 
ers.    He  can  not  retain  a  secret  profit.*" 

79  Landgrant,  etc.  Co.  v.  Coffey  82  Franey  v.  Warner  (1898),  96 

Co.,  6  Kan.  245.    Tide,  §§  132,  140,  Wis.  222;   South  Joplin,  etc.  Co.  v. 

€75.  Case  (1891),  104  Mo.  572;  Hayden 

so  Empire  Mills  v.  Alston  (Tex.  v.  Green  (Kan.  1903),  71  Pac.  236; 

Civ.  App.),  15  S.  W.  200,  12  L.  R.  West  End,  etc.  Co.  v.  Nash  (W.  Va. 

A.   366,   with  notes;    Montgomery  1902),   41  S.  E.  182;   Hayward  v. 

V.  Forbes,  148  Mass.  249.  Leeson   (1900),  176  Mass.  310,  49 

siDemarest  v.  Flack,  128  N.  Y.  L.  R.   A.   725;    Central   T.   Co.  v. 

205,  13  L.  R.  A.  854;   Merrick  v.  East  Tenn.,   ettc.   Co.    (1902),   116 

Van  Santvoord,  34  N.  Y.  208;  Mis-  Fed.  743. 

souri,  etc.  Co.  v.  Reinhard,  114  Mo.  ss  Yeiser  v.   United   States,   etc. 

218;  Lancaster  v.  Amsterdam,  etc.  Co.   (1901),  107  Fed.  340. 

Co.,  140  N.  Y.  176.    Further,  Vide  si  Dickerman  v.  Northern  T.  Co. 

supra,   §   140,   "Dummy"   Corpora-  (1900),  176  U.  S.  181.    Vide  infra, 

TioNS,  and  supra,  §  132,  Migration  §§    812-814,    Corporate    Liabilitt 

OF  CoEPOBATioNS,  and  infra,  §  1053,  on  Promoter's  Contracts. 

"Holdinq"  Corporations.  sis  Spaulding   v.   North   Milwau- 
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§  791.  Fraud  in  purchase  of  corporate  property. — A  pur- 
chase of  corporate  property  by  a  director,  is  constructive  fraud, 
if  not  actual,  and  may  be  set  aside  at  the  instance  of  any  dissent- 
ing stockholder.^®  The  purchase  is  voidable,  regardless '  of  the 
price  paid.^^  Where  a  director  temporarily  resigned,  and  before 
re-election  purchased  property  from  the  corporation,  the  court 
ignored  his  resignation,  and  held  him  liable  to  the  corporation  for 
difference  between  the  price  paid  and  the  value  of  the  property.'* 

Purchase  at  foreclosure  sale. — A  director  may  directly  or  in- 
directly purchase  the  corporate'  property  at  a  foreclosure  sale, 
unless  it  was  brought  about  at  his  instance,  in  violation-  of  his 
duties  as  an  officer  of  the  company.*® 


kee,  etc.  Co.  (1900),  106  Wis.  481; 
Landis  v.  Sea  Isle,  etc.  Co.  (1895), 
53  N.  J.  Eq.  654;  Danville,  etc.  R. 
R.  Co.  V.  Kase  (Pa.  1898),  39  Atl. 
301. 

ss  Stanley  v.  Luse  (1899),  36 
Oreg.  25,  58  Pac.  75. 

S7  Barnes  v.  Lynch  (1899),  9 
Okla.  156,  59  Pac.  995;  Goodhue, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Davis  (1900),  81  Minn. 
210;  Morgan  v.  King  (1900),  27 
Colo.  539,  63  Pac.  416;  Cumber- 
land, etc.  Co.  V.  Sherman  (1859), 
30  Barb.  553;  Hoffman,  etc.  Co.  v. 
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Cumberland,  etc.  Co.  (1860),  16 
Md.  456,  77  Am.  Dec.  311. 

ssMlUsaps  V.  Chapman  (1899), 
76  Miss.  942,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  547. 

89  McKlttrick  v.  Arkansas  C.  Ry. 
Co.  (1894),  152  U.  S.  473;  Jan- 
ney  v.  Minneapolis,  etc.  Co.,  79 
Minn.  488  (1900),  50  L.  R.  A.  273;| 
Hayden  v.  Official,  etc.  Co.  (1890), 
42  Fed.  875;  Osborne  v.  Monks,  21 
S.  W.  101  (Ky.  1893);  Ready  v. 
Smith  (Mo.  1902),  70  S.  W.  484; 
Webb  V.  Rockefeller  (Kan.  1903), 
71  Pac.  283;  Horbach  v.  Marsh,  37 
Neb.  22  (1893).  55  N.  W.  286. 
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A. 
PRESIDENT. 

§  793-  President  has  no  power  beyond  that  of  any  other 
■director. — Except  in  a  few  jtwisdictions,  including  Illinois, 
the  rule  is  that  the  president  has  no  implied  power  to  contract  for 
the  corporation,  or  to  direct  its  management,  beyond  that  of  any 
other  director,  his  duties  being  limited  to  presiding  at  meetings, 
and  to  voting  as  a  director.^  It  was  formerly  held  that,  in  the 
absence  of  legislative  enactment  or  provision  made  in  the  by-laws, 
corporations  usually  act  through  their  president  or  those  represent- 
ing him.  That  he,  being  the  legal  head  of  the  body,  when  an  act, 
pertaining  to  the  business  of  the  company  is  performed  by  him, 
the  presumption  will  be  indulged  that  the  act  is  legally  done,  and 
is  binding  upon  the  body.''  But  the  later  decisions  are  the  other 
way.  The  mere  fact  that  he  is  president,  in  the  absence  of  any 
express  authority,  does  not  imply  that  he  has  any  powers  beyond 
those  of  any  other  director  to  bind  the  corporation.^  His  power 
as  an  agent  to  bind  the  corporation,  must  be  sought  in  the  or- 
ganic law  of  the  corporation,  or  from  express  delegation  of  au- 
thority from  the  board  of  directors,  or  necessarily  implied  from  a 
custom  of  doing  business.*     The  president,  without  express  au- 

1  See  17  L.  R.  A.  356,  presi-  such  as  are  not  only  without  the 
dent's  powers;  Titus  v.  Cairo,  ordinary  course  of  his  duties,  tint 
etc.  R.  R.  (1874),  37  N.  J.  L.  98;  are  within  the  legislative  and  :u- 
Crroeltz  V.  Armstrong  etc.  Co.,  89  diclal  province  of  the  directors." 
N.  W.  21  (Iowa,  1902) ;  De  La  21  Cent.  L.  J.  144,  citing  Bank  of 
Vergne,  etc.  Co.  v.  German,  etc.  Bast  Tennessee  v.  Hooke,  1  Coldw. 
Inst.  (1899),  175  U.  S.  40;  "Worth-  156;  Rhodes  v.  Webb,  24  Minn.  , 
Ington  V.  Schuylkill,  etc.  Ry.,  195  292 ;  Bank  of  Com.  v.  Bank  of  ' 
Pa.  St.  211  (1900).  Buffalo,    6    Paige,    497;    Percy    v. 

2  Smith  V.  Smith  (1872),  62  111.  Millandon,  3  La.  568;  Bank  of 
493,  496.  "The  powers  which  are  Healdsburg  v.  Bailhall,  65  Cal. 
presumed  to  have  been  conferred  327. 

on  the  president,  but  which  may  a  Lyndon    Mill    Co.    v.    Lyndon, 

be  shown  not  to  have  been  so  con-  etc.  Inst.,  63  Vt.  581,   25  Am.  St. 

f erred,   are  those  which  are  nee-  Rep.  783;   Blen  v.  Bear,  etc.   Co., 

essary  to  the  doing  of  those  things  20  Cal.  602,  81  Am.  Dec.  132;  Na- 

without  the  ordinary  course  of  his  tional  State  Bank  v.  Vigo  County 

duties    which    it   would    seem    he  Nat.  Bank,  142   Ind.  352,  50  Am. 

should   do,   and  which,   therefore,  St.  Rep.  330;  Mount  Sterling,  etc. 

the  law  presumes  him  authorized  Co.  v.  Looney,  1  Mete.  (Ky.)   550, 

to  do  until  the  contrary  appears.  71  Am.  Dec.  491. 

The  po-*ers  which  are  exercised  i Rockefeller  v.  Lamora  (1904), 

only    by  virtue  of  special  author-  80  N.  Y.  S.  1. 
Ity  granted  by  the  directors,  are 
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thority,  may  bind  the  corporation  by  ordinary  contracts,  which, 
by  custom  or  necessity  are  imposed  in  the  routine  business  of  the 
corporation."  Where  he  is  given  general  authority  to  manage 
the  corporate  business,  his  implied  authority  extends  to  making" 
simple  contracts  incident  to  the  ordinary  business,  but  to  no 
'  other.°  When  he  has  no  express  authority,  the  corporation,  by 
habit  of  allowing  him  to  make  contracts,  and  manage  the  business 
generally,  thereby  clothes  him  with  such  apparent  authority,  as  to 
estop  the  corporation  from  denying  his  power  to  bind  the  com- 
pany in  the  premises ;  or,  if  the  corporation,  by  accepting  benefits 
under  such  contracts,  or  otherwise,  acquiesces  therein,  it,  by  im- 
plication, ratifies  them.''  He  has  no  implied  authority,  simply 
by  virtue  of  his  bfiice  as  president,  to  make  any  contract  for  the 
corporation;'  or  to  compensate  an  officer,  or  promoter,  or  ratify 
their  agreements  in  behalf  of  the  corporation  f  or  ta  purchase  or 
lease  property  for  the  corporation ;'"  or  to  bind  the  corporation 
as  guarantor  of  another's  debt  ;^^  or  to  employ  managers  or  other 
agents  -j^^  or  to  convey  the  property  of  the  company  ;*^  or  to  sell 
or  assign  the  corporation's  notes,  bonds,  or  other  assets;^*  or  to 
mortgage  any  of  the  corporate  property;^"  or  to  surrender  or 
transfer  corporate  franchises.^" 

§  794.  President  has  no  implied  power  by  virtue  of  his 
office. — If  the  directors  themselves  make,  or  authorize  the 
making  of  a  contract,  any  special  authority  given  the  president 

5  Cozzens,  etc.  Co.  v.  Western,  815;  Koch  v.  National,  etc.  Assn., 
etc.  Co.   (1904),  112  III.  App.  309.  137  111.  497. 

6  Frost  V.  Domestic,  etc.  Co.,  133  "  Hall  v.  Auburn  Turnpike  Co., 
Mass.    363;    B.    S.    Green    Co.    v.  27  Cal.  255,  87  Am.  Dec.  75. 
Blodgett,  55  111.  App.  556,  159  111.  12  Mount    Sterling,    etc.    Co.    v. 
169.  Lboney,    1    Mete.     (Ky.)     550,    71 

7  Pittsburgh,  etc.  Co.  v.  Keokuk,  Am.  Dec.  491. 

etc.   Co.,   46  tr.   S.   371;    Lake   St.  is  Kansas  City,  etc.  Co.  v.  Devol, 

Elevated   Ry.   Co.   v.   Carmichael,  72  Fed.  717;  Hadden  v.  LynnvlUe, 

184  111.  348.  86  Md.  210. 

8  Mount  Sterling,  etc.  Co.  v.  1*  Gibson  v.  Goldthwaite,  7  Ala. 
Looney  1  Mete.  (Ky.)  550,  71  Am.  281,  42  Am.  Dec.  592;  Smith  v. 
Dee.  491;  Wait  v.  Nashua  Armory  Lawson,  18  W.  Va.  212,  41  Am. 
Assn.,   66  N.  H.   581,   49  Am.   St.  Rep.  688. 

Rep.  630.  IB  National   State  Bank  v.  Vigo 

0  Tift  V.  Quaker  City  Nat.  Bank,  County  Bank,  141  Ind.  352,  50  Am. 

148    Pa.    St.    550;     Henry   Woods  St.  Rep.  330;  Luse  v.  Isthmus,  etc. 

Sons  v.   Schaefer,   173   Mass.  433,  Co.,  6  Oreg.  125,  25  Am.  Rep.  506. 

73  Am.  St.  Rep.  305.  "  Appeal  Penn.  Ry.  Co.,  80  Pa. 

10  Franco-Texan  Land  Co.  v.  Mc-  St.  265. 

Cormick,  85  Tex.  416,  34  Am.  Rep. 
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in  the  premises,  will  thereby  be  revoked.^^  Unless  the  president 
is  expressly  authorized,  ot  is  given  the  general  management  of  the 
corporation  business,  he  has  not, the  authority  ex  ofUcio  implied 
merely,  to  bring  suit  in  the  name  of  the  company,  or  to  ap- 
pear for  the  company  in  a  suit  against  it,  or  to  employ  legal 
counsel  or  service  ;^.^  or  to  compromise  or  arbitrate  a  suit;^°  or 
to  confess  judgment  against  the  corporation  f^  or  to  pay  claims 
against  the  corporation;^^  or  to  receive  payment  for  debts  due.^* 
He  may  bind  the  corporation  for  necessities  of  the  usual  course  of 
corporate  business,  but  not  for  any  purpose  foreign  to  the  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation.^^  The  president,  when  entrusted  with 
such  general  management,  has  implied  authority  to  purchase  fur- 
niture and  whatever  other  materials  and  supplies  for  use  of  the 
corporation,  and  may  rent  premises  for  office,  or  for  other  cor- 
porate purposes;^*  employ  clerks, ■  laborers,  and  other  servants; 
and  attorneys  to  attend  to  the  ordinary  legal  business  of  the  cor- 
poration;^" employ  physicians  and  nurses  for  persons  injured  in 
the  company's  employment  ;^°  and  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness may  sell  its  personal  property  ;^^  pay  the  corporate  debts  f^ 
bring  and  defend  suits. ^°  Where,  under  its  charter,  a  corporation 
can  only  act  through  its  board  of  directors,  its  president  can  not, 
without  the  authority  of  the  board,  enter  into  contracts  in  its  be- 
half, except  as  to  matters  of  simple  administration,  which,  of 
necessity,  should  be  managed  without  express  authority  from 
them.""     And  it  has  been  claimed  that,  in  the  absence  of  anything 

"East     Rome     Town     Co.     v.  30  N.  Y.  83,  86  Am.  Dec.  351;  Cal- 

Brower,  80  Ga.  258.  vert  v.  Idaho  Stage  Co.,  25  Oreg. 

18  Pacific  Bank  v.  Stone,  121  Cal.  412,  36  Pac.  24. 

202;   Bridgeport  Sav.  Bank  v.  El-  26  Louisville,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mc- 

dredge,  28  Conn.  556,  73  Am.  Dec.  Vay,  98  Ind.  391,  49  Am.  Rep.  770. 

■688.  27  Peterson  v.  Mil  Lacs,  etc.  Co., 

18  Beach  v.  Wakefield,  107  Iowa,  51  Minn.  90;  Gregg  v.  Riordan,  99 

567;   Michigan  ■  Central  Ry.  Co.  v.  Cal.  316. 

Gougar,  55  111.  503.  28  Africa  v.  Duluth,  etc.  Co.,  82 

20  Ford  v.  Hill,  92  Wis.  188,  53  Minn.  283;   McKiernan  v.  Lenzen, 
Am.  St.  Rep.  902.  56  Cal.  61. 

21  Sampson  v.  Pox,  109  Ala.  662,  29  Frost    v.    Domestic,    etc.    Co., 
£5  Am.  St.  Rep.  950,  133  Mass.  563. 

22  Dougherty  v.  Hunter,   54  Pa.  so  Bright   v.   Metairie   Cemetery 
St.  380.  Assn.  (1881),  33  La.  Ann.  58.  And, 

23  Gaene  v.  Loemeo  Printing  Co,.  generally,    the    president    has    by 
46  111.  App.  456.  virtue  of  his  office  but  little  au- 

24  Hawley  v.  Gray  Bros.,  etc.  Co.,  thority  to  bind  the  corporation  ex- 
106  Cal.  337.  cept  upon  .such  contracts  as  come 

2B  Hooker   v.   Eagle   Bank,   etc.,      plainly   within   its   ordinary    rou- 
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in  the  incorporating  act  conferring  special  powers  upon  the  pres- 
ident, he  is  by  reason  of  his  official  position,  vested  with  no  more 
power  than  any  other  director."'-  But  it  has  been  held  that  a 
managing  director  may  properly  have  the  custody  of  the  assets ; 
and  if  the  corporation  allows  him,  without  objection,  to  hold  him- 
self forth  as  competent  to  dispose  of  its  assets,  strangers  are  en- 
titled to  presume  that  he  has  authority  to  do  so.^^  And  under 
authority  from  the  directors,  the  president  may  convey  the  prop- 
erty of  the  company."^  So,  also,  where  the  management  of  the- 
affairs  of  a  corporation  is  entrusted  to  a  general  managing  agent,., 
he  has  the  power  to  assign  its  choses  in  action  to  its  creditors,, 
either  in  payment  of,  or  as  security  for,  a  debt  of  the  corporation, 
without  express  authority  from  the  directors.'*  Although,  as  a 
general  rule,  the  president  can  not,  without  express  authority, 
mortgage  the  property  of  the  company,'"  when  authority  is  del- 
egated to  him  by  the  directors  to  perform  a  specific  act,  his  powers 
in  respect  thereto,  are  measured  by  the  resolution  of  the  board,, 
and  his  general  powers  as  president,  have  no  bearing  upon  the 
case."'  If  the  president  die,  his  place  may  be  taken  by  the  vice- 
president,  although  the  office  of  vice-president  was  created  by  the 
directors,  merely  under  a  general  provision  in  the  by-laws  em- 
powering them  to  create  other  officers." 

§  795.  The  president's  power  to  contract  must  be  expressly" 
conferred. — The  corporation  acts  through  its  president  and 
executes  its  conti-acts  through  him ;  any  act  pertaining  to  the 
corporate  business  done  through  him,  is  presumed  to  have  been 
authorized  by  the  corporation,  in  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 
trary.'^    The  president  or  a  director  or  other  officer,  acting  for 

tine  business.  Taylor  on  Corpo-  nearly  all  the  stock  of  a  company- 
rations,  §  236;  Risley  v.  Indian-  and  is  its  president,  superintend- 
apolls,  etc.  R.  Co.,  1  Hun,  202.  ent  and  general  manager,  can  he 

31  Titus  V.  Cairo,  etc.  R.  Co.,  37  in  that  capacity  mortgage  the  cor- 
N.  J.  98,  102  (1874);  Walworth  porate  property.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
County  Bank  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  24  Wis.  388;  Sto-w 
Trust  Co.  (1861),  14  Wis.  325.  But  v.  Wise,  1  Conn.  214,  18  Am.  Dec. 
see  Smith  v.  Smitli  (1872),  62  111.  99;  England  v.  Dearborn,  141 
493,  496.  Mass.  590;    Stokes  v.  New  Jersey 

32  Walker  v.  Detroit  Transit  Ry.  Pottery  Co.,  46  N.  J.  L.  237. 

Co.   (1881),  47  Mich.  338.  86  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Mehr- 

33  State  V.  Glenn,  18  Nev.  34.  bach   (1883),  46  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
stMcKiernan  v.  Lenzen   (1881),      267. 

56  "Cal.  61.  37  Coleman  v.  West  Virginia  Oil, 

35  Luse  V.  Isthmus  Transit  Ry.  etc.  Co.,  25  W.  Va.  148. 

Co.,  6  Oreg.  125,  25  Am.  Rep.  506.  ss  Chicago,    etc.   Co.   v.   Munsell 

Not   even    where   a   person    owns  (1903),  107  111.  App.  344. 
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another  person  with  whom  he  is  personally  interested  in  any 
transaction,  is-  not  therein  to  be  treated  as  an  agent  of  the  cor- 
poration.^^  His  acts  bind  the  corporation  only  when  he  is  ex- 
pressly authorized  to  act,  or  when  he  has  been  accustomed  to 
contract  for  the  company.  Where  the  president  has  been  allowed 
to  exercise  power,  without  dissent  of  the  corporation  and  with 
its  acquiescence,  the  law  presumes  that  he  has  the  power;*"  and 
his  contract  binds  the  corporation  where  it  has  accepted  the  ben- 
efit of  such  contract.*^  The  contracts  of  the  presideiit  must  be  - 
based  upon  authority  conferred  upon  him,  but  such  authority  may 
be  given  in  general  terms. *^  But  a  contract,  regular  on  its  face, 
executed  on  behalf  of  a  corporation,  and  within  the  scope  of  its 
business,  by  the  president  and  secretary,  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  their  authority  to  execute  it,  and  in  an  action  for  its  breach, 
the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  party  denying  such  authority.  Ac- 
cordingly, where  a  contract  is  executed  on  behalf  of  a  corporation 
by  the  president  and  secretary,  who,  with  the  acquiescence  of  the 
directors,  act  publicly  as  its  agents  in  making  such  contracts,  the 
corporation  will  not  be  relieved  from  liability  for  its  breach  merely, 
on  the  ground  that  the  requisite  authority  was  not  conferred  on 
the  officers  executing  it,  by  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors, 
entered  on  ,the  records  of  the  corporation.*^  So,  a  contract  ex- 
ecuted and  sealed  in  the  name  of  a  corporation  by  its  president 
and  secretary,  though  without  the  express  consent  of  the  directors, 
is  binding  on  the  corporation  when  it  has  received  benefits  under 

39  Leigh  V.   American,   etc.   Co.,  thereon.      They    accordingly    en- 

107  111.  App.  444.  tered     into     an    agreement    ■with 

*o  Chambers    v.    Lancaster,    160    '  plaintiff,  who  was  not  a  member 

N.  Y.  342  (1899);  First  Nat.  Bank  of    the    corporation,    in    order    to 

V.  G.  V.  B.  Min.  Co.,  89  Fed.  439  procure    the    money    to    pay    the 

(18,98);     Scribner    v.    Flagg,    etc.  purchase  price.     And  it  was  held 

Co.  (1900),  175  Mass.  536.  that    the    agreement    was    within 

41  West  Salem,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mont-  the  scope  of  their  authority,  not- 
gomery,  etc.  Co.  (1892),  89  Va.  withstanding  the  existence  of  a 
192,  15  S.  B.  524.                                 '    by-law,  of  which  plaintiff  had  no 

42  Defendant  corporation  was  or-  notice,  forbidding  the  officers  to 
ganized  to  buy  and  sell  land,  cat-  contract  debts  for  the  corpora- 
tie,  etc.,  and  to  do  business  inci-  tion  except  by  order  of  the  board 
dental  to  stock-raising.  In  addi-  of  directors.  Arapahoe  Cattle  & 
tion  to  the  powers  usually  con-  Land  Co.  v.  Stevens  (Colo.  1890), 
ferred  on  the  general  officers  of  22  Pac.  Rep.  823. 
corporations,  I  defendant's  presl-  43  Sherman  Center  Town  Co.  v. 
dent  and  secretary  had  been  duly  Swigert  (Kan.  1890),  23  Pac.  Rep. 
empowered    to    purchase    certain  560. 

ranches,  with  the  horses  and  stock 


1192 


EXEOaTIVE   AND   1IINISTEEIA.L   OFFICERS. 


[§  795. 


the  contract,  and  conducted  its  business  in  compliance  therewith 
in  such  a  manner  that  the  director  must  have  known  of  it.**  But 
where  the  president  and  general  manager  of  a  company,  incor- 
porated for  the  purposes  of  "conversion  and  disposal  of  agricul- 
tural products  by  means  of  mills,  elevators,  stores,  or  other- 
wise,"— ^purchases  flour,  and  such  purchase  is  unknown  and  un- 
authorized by  the  company,  and  no  benefit  results  to  it  by  reason 
of  such  purchase,  sucli  facts  alone  will  not  create  a  liability  against 
the  company.*''  And,  of  course,  where  a  corporation  adopts  a  by- 
law providing  that  all  contracts  by  it,  invdlving  a  liability  for  a 
certain  amount  or  more,  must  be  in  writing  executed  by  both 
the  president  and  treasurer,  and  attested  by  the  seal  of  the  com- 
pany, it  can  not  be  held  liable  on  a  lease  upon  a  rental  exceeding 
that  amount,  executed  by  the  president  alone,  without  the  seal  of 
the  company;  and  this,  whether  the  lessor  had  notice  of  the  by- 
law or  not.*°  The  president  can  not,  of  course,  bind  his  corpora- 
tion to  an  ultra  vires  contract;"  nor  by  a  fraudulent  one.*'  His 
contract,  made  in  his  own  name,  may  inure  to  the  benefit  of  his 
corporation.*' 


*i  Jourdan  v.  Long  Island  Ry. 
Co.  (1889),  115  N.  Y.  380,  6  Ry.  & 
Corp.  Law  J.  457.  A  deed  signed 
by  the  president  and  secretary 
■without  authority  of  the  trustees 
and  without  the  corporate  seal  is 
void.  Mott  v.  Danville  Seminary, 
21  N.  E.  Rep.  927.  And  if  a  corpo- 
ration, when  sued  on  a  contract, 
would  rely  on  the  fact  that  the 
president  had  not  the  written  au- 
thority to  make  it  that  the  stat- 
ute requires,  such  fact  must  be 
pleaded.  Kenner  v.  Lexington  Mfg. 
Co.  (1885),  91  N.  C.  421. 

46  Getty  V.  Barnes  Milling  Co. 
(Kan.  1888),  19  Pac.  Rep.  617. 

46  In  such  a  case,  no  ratification 
can  be  based  on  the  treasurer's 
knowledge  of  the  facts  where  his 
testimony  that  he  refused  to  sign 
the  lease  is  wholly  uncontradicted. 
Bohm  V.  Loewer's  Gambrinus 
Brewery  Co.  (1890),  9  N.  Y.  Supp. 
514. 

47  Holt  V.  Winfield  Bank,  25 
Fed.  Rep.  812. 

*8  As  where  A.,  the  president  of 


a  street  railroad  company,  by ' 
fraudulently  representing  to  B., 
his  aunt,  that  a  loan  of  her  shares 
of  the  company's  stock  was  needed 
by  the  company,  Induced  her  to 
part  with  them.  He  Immediately 
pledged  them  for  his  own  debt. 
The  company  paid  her  Interest  on 
the  shares  for  some  time.  A.  con- 
spired with  other  oflScers  of  the 
company  to  procure  a  fraudulent 
over-issue  of  stock,  some  of  which 
he  transferred  to  B.  in  lieu  of  her 
own;  and  it  was  held  that  this 
stock  was  worthless  in  B.'s  hands, 
and  that  as  A.  had  acted,  in  ob- 
taining her  stock,  as  her  agent, 
and  not  as  the  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, the  loss  of  her  stock  must 
fall  on  her  and  not  on  the  com- 
pany. Wright's  Appeal  (1882),  99 
Pa.  St.  425. 

49Clubb  V.  Davidson  (1888),  95 
Mo.  467.  Where  the  president  of 
a  packet  company  having  failed 
to  make  a  contract  for  his  com- 
pany with  the  government  for 
carrying    the    mails,    and    subse- 
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§  796.  Incidental  powers  of  the  president. — The  authority 
of  the  president  may  be  extended,  so  that  \yithout  express  author- 
ity he  may  do  any  acts  necessarily  incident  to  others  which  he 
has  been  authorized  to  perform.""  And  it  has  been  decided  that, 
although  the  president  of  a  corporation  should  have  consulted  the 
board  of  directors  before  authorizing  certain  expenditures,  yet, 
if  he  acted  in  good  faith,  and  only  did  what  they  probably  would 
have  authorized,  he  is  not  liable  to  the  corporation  for  damages ; . 
nor  can  it  set  up  his  conduct,  by  set-off,  or  otherwise,  in  bar  of 
his  action  for  salary.^^  He  may  defend  prosecutions  against  the 
company,  petition  for  a  writ  of  error,  and  engage  or  discharge 
counsel,  in  the  absence  of  any  restraining  acts  on  the  part  of  the 
directors,  or  any  restrictions  in  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of 
the  company."^    He  may  also, .  in  some  cases,  bring  suit  in  the 


Quently  succeeding  in  making 
sucli  a  contract  in  his  own  behalf, 
employing  the  boats  of  his  com- 
pany to  the  extent  of  its  capacity 
so  long  as  the  said  company  oper- 
ated boats  on  that  route,  but  em- 
ploying other  boats  when  neces- 
sary, will  be  required  to  use  all 
the  facilities  afforded  by  the  com- 
pany, and  to  account  to  the  com- 
pany for  all  money  received  for 
the  service  performed  by  it,  but 
not  for  that  received  for  services 
rendered  by,  the  other  boats.  In 
Davis  V.  Gemmell  (1889),  70  Md. 
356,  it  was  held  that  where  third 
persons  had  actual  notice  that  the 
contract  made  by  the  president  in 
his  own  name  related  to  the  cor- 
porate property,  and  that  com- 
plainant claimed  to  be  a  stock- 
holder to  a  large  amount,  and  pro- 
posed to  assert  his  rights  as 
such,  they  dealt  with  the  presi- 
dent, in  relation  to  the  contract, 
at  their  peril.  Moreover  it  appear- 
ing that  the  directors  of  the  cor- 
poration were  the  relatives  of  the 
president,  and  had  not  held  a 
meeting  for  eight  years,  and  that 
without  notifying  complainant, 
who  was  also  a  director  and 
owner  of  one-half  stock,  they 
called  a  meeting,  and  approved 
and  ratified  a  contract  made  by 


the  president  in  his  own  name,  to 
furnish  to  a  railroad  company 
large  quantities  of  coal  bblonging 
to  the  corporation  at  a  certain 
price  per  ton,  the  only  advantage 
to  the  corporation  being  the  pay- 
ment by  him  of  a  small  royalty, 
it  cannot  be  said  that  the  direct- 
ors acted  in  good  faith  for  the 
benefit  of  the  corporation. 

00  Northern  Central  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Bastian,  15  Md.  494.  The  presi- 
dent and  superintendent  of  a  cor- 
poration having  authority  to  buy 
and  sell  material,  and  to  make 
contracts  for  it,  their  authority 
extended  to  releasing  the  pur- 
chaser (who  had  become  unable 
to  meet  his  payments),  and  to 
substituting  a  third  person  in  his 
stead.  Indianapolis  Rolling  Mill 
Co.  v.,  St.  Louis,  Port  Scott,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  26  Fed.  Rep.  140. 

61  Davis  V.  Memphis  City  Ry. 
Co.,  22  Fed.  Rep.  883. 

52  Coleman  v.  West  Virginia  Oil, 
etc.  Co.,  25  W.  Va.  148.  And  an  in- 
dictment under  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat., 
§  5209,  charging  the  defendant 
with  committing  the  offense 
charged  as  president,  and  agent, 
is  good.  United  States  v.  North- 
way  (1887),  120  U.  S.  327.  But  it 
is  not  within  the  power  of  a  presi- 
dent of  a  corporation  to  execute  a 
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name  of  the  company.^'  And  there  is  evidence  to  support  a 
finding  that  the  president  of  a  corporation  had  authority  to  agree 
to  pay  plaintiiiE  for  legal  services  in  stock,  where  it  appears  that 
prior  to  the  hiring  of  plaintiiif,  other  attorneys,  hired  by  him  with 
the  approval  of  the  directors,  had  been  paid  in  stock,  and  -that 
plaintiff's  services  were  performed  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
directors."**  And  the  president  of  company,  who  is  also  a  direc- 
tor, may  authorize  and  maintain  an  action  for  an  accounting- 
and  an  injunction  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  without  the 
authority  of  the  board  of  directors,  or  against  its  express  direction,, 
where  a  majority  of  the  directors  or  trustees  have  wrongfully- 
converted  corporate  funds,  and  threaten  to  convert  others,  and^ 
where  the  neglect  of  the  board  of  directors  to  sue,  and  its  resolu- 
tion to  discontinue  the  suit  already  commenced,  are  simply  acts  ins 
furtherance  of  the  unlawful  design  of  such  majority.^"  Where 
a  board  of  directors  refers  a  matter  to  a  committee  of  three,  one 
of  whom  is  the  president  of  the  corporation,  the  president  can  not 
act  alone  so  as  to  bind  the  corporation. ^°  And  a  by-law,  giving- 
the  president  of  a  corporation  "the  general  charge  and  direction 
of  the  business  of  the  company,  as  well  as  all  matters  connected" 
with  the  interests  and  objects  of  the  corporation,"  does  not  au- 
thorize him  to  do  an  act  which,  by  another  by-law,  is  expressly- 
given  to  a  separate  committee.^^  But  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
the  company's  president  from  acting  as  its  secretary,  also  at 
a  meeting  of  its  board  of  directors.^^  A  president  of  a  solvent 
corporation  has  the  right  to  demand  that  he  be  relieved  of  his 
stock  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  resignation.^'  The  president 
of  a  company  has  power  to  employ  counsel,  and  pay  reasonable 
compensation  for  defense  of  a  suit  against  the  corporation.^" 

§  797.     Power  to  issue  negotiable  paper. — The  authority  of 
the  president,  when  he  is  managing  agent  of  a  corporation,  to 

bond  and  -warrant  of  attorney  for  es  Recamier  Manuf.  Co.  v.   Sey- 

the  entering  of  judgment  against  mour  (1889),  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  648. 

the   corporation.     Stokes   v.   New  bs  Third  Avenue  R.  Co.  v.  Bbling^ 

Jersey  Pottery  Co.,  46  N.  J.  237.  (1885),  12  Daly,  99. 

63  As,  for  example,  a  suit  to  en-  67  T-welfth  Street  Market  Co.  v. 

join  a  party  from  illegally  using  Jackson   (1883),  102  Pa.  St.  69. 

-water   belonging   to   the   corpora-  ss  Budd  v.  'Walla-'Walla,  etc.  Co.„ 

tlon  has  been  held  to  have  been  2  -Wash.  347. 

properly  brought  by  the  president.  50  Joseph  v.  Raff   (1903),  81  N. 

Reno  Water  Co.  v.  Leete   (1883),  Y.  S.  546,  82  App.  Div.  1118. 

17  Nev.  203.  00  Campbell    v.    Pittsburgh,    etc.. 

64 Merrill    v.    Consumers'    Coal  Co.   (1903),  23  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  138. 
Co.  (1889),  114  N.  Y.  216. 
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borrow  money  in  its  behalf,  may  be  implied  from  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.*^  Thus,  a  general  vote  of  the  directors  of  a  cor- 
poration, that  the  president  have  full  power  and  control  of  its-' 
business,  authorizes  him  to  purchase  the  materials  to  be  used  in  , 
its  operations,  and  to  borrow  money  for  the  corporation,  and 
give  its  note  for  the  money  borrowed."^  Where  also  the  president 
of  the  company  is  permitted  for  several  years,  to  act  and  to  rep- 
resent himself  as  the  general  manager  and  director  of  its  business, 
the  corporation  can  not  set  up  its  by-laws  as  countervailing  his 
authority  to  represent  that  a  certain  person  is  the  authorized' 
agent  of  the  corporation  for  the  sale  of  its  goods,  and  to  take, 
indorse,  and  procure  the  discount  of  notes  for  goods  sold.''  The 
president,  when  so  having  full  management,  may  bind  the  cor- 
poration to  one  who  pays  its  notes  at  his  instance,'*  or  to  one 
who  advances  money  to  the  corporation  through  him,  which  is 
spent  for  the  benefit  of  the  corporation  and  recognized  by  it  as 
a  debt.""  His  personal  signature,  as  president,  binds  the  com- 
pany following  whose  name  it  is  placed.""     But  a  claim  that  de- 


61  Spangler  v.  Butterfield,  6 
Colo.  356  (1883).  In  an  action  by 
K.  to  recover  of  a  corporation 
money  raised  by  K.  at  the  request 
of  F.,  its  president  and  financial 
agent,  and  delivered  to  F.  as  a 
loan  to  the  corporation,  it  was 
held,  that  in  the  absence  of  any 
showing  that  K.  knew  F.  intended- 
not  to  use  the  money  in  the-tor- 
poratlon  business,  evidence  that  it 
was  not  so  used  was  immaterial; 
and  that  evidence  that  the  board 
had  passed  no  resolution  author- 
izing F.  to  borrow  money,  -and 
that  some  trustees  did  not  know 
of  the  loan,  was  also  immaterial. 
Kraft  V.  Freeman  Printing,  etc. 
Assn.  (1881),  87  N.  Y.  628. 

s2  Castle  V.  Belfast  Foundry  Co. 
(1881),  72  Me.  167. 

«3  Marine  Bank  v.  Butler  Col- 
liery Co.  (1889),  5  N.  Y.  Supp. 
291. 

6*  Seeley  v.  San  Jose  Independ- 
ent Mill,  etc.  Co.  (1882),  59  Cal. 
22,  in  which  case  plaintiff,  at  the 
request  of  the  president  and  su- 
perintendent of  a  corporation,  and 
to   save   the   corporation   from   a 


threatened  law  suit,  paid  certain 
notes  of  the  corporation;  and  it 
was  held,  that  the  corporation 
could  not  be  heard  to  deny  the 
authority  of  its  president,  and 
that  the  original  consideration  for 
the  notes  could  not  be  inquired 
into. 

65  Poole  V.  West  Point  Butter  & 
Cheese  Assn.,  30  Fed.  Rep.  513. 

66  Tide  supra,  §  728,  Authority 
or  Managing  Officer  to  Issue 
Negotiable  Paper;  Liebscher  v. 
Kraus  (1889),  74  "Wis.  387,  6  Ry. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  455,  deciding  that  a 
promissory  note  containing  the 
words  "we  promise  to  pay,"  and 
signed  "San  Pedro  Mining  and 
Milling  Company,  F.  Kraus,  Presi- 
dent," shows  no  ambiguity  on  its 
face,  as  it  is  in  law  the  note  of 
the  company,  and  parol  evidence 
is  inadmissible  to  show  that 
Kraus  signed  it  in  his  individual 
capacity.  But,  to  the  contrary,  a 
promissory  note,  signed  "Inde- 
pendence Mfg.  Co.,  B.  I.  Brownell, 
Pres.,"  purporting  to  bind  both 
signers,  and  having  nothing  on  its 
face    to    indicate    that    the    last 
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fendant  had  received  the  proceeds  of  a  note,  indorsed  in  its  name 
by  its  president,  is  not  sustained  by  the  testimony  of  an  officer 
of  a  corporation  to  which  it  was  transferred,  that  it  was  delivered 
in  part  payment  of  a  running  account  in  favor  of  his  company 
against  defendant  for  goods  sold,  where  he  does  not  state  what 
goods  were  sold  to  defendant,  and  the  books  of  neither  company 
are  produced  to  show  the  account,  and  the  existence  of  any  deal- 
ings between  the  two  companies,  is  denied  by  defendant.*^  In 
the  case,  however,  of  one  who  receives  from  the  president  of  a 
corporation,  and  pays  full  value  therefor,  a  negotiable  note  there- 


signer  was  president  of  the  cor- 
poration, or  had  signed  the  note 
for  it  or  on  its  behalf,  binds  the 
last  signer  personally;  and  the 
letters  "Pres."  must  be  regarded 
simply  as  descriptive  of  the  per- 
son to  whose  signature  they  are 
appended.  Heffner  v.  Brownell,  78 
Iowa,  648,  31  N.  W.  Rep.  947,  an- 
notated. In  this  case  a  warehouse 
corporation  was  authorized  to 
make  advances  on  property  stored 
with  it.  Its  president  assumed  to 
bind  it  by  indorseing  a  note  for 
one  per  cent.,  which  amount  the 
corporation  received.  The  in- 
dorsement was  based  on  tobacco 
on  storage.  A  bank  discounted 
the  note  for  the  maker,  to  whose 
order  it  was  drawn,  and  who  pre- 
sented it  indorsed  as  aforesaid. 
The  corporation  had  recognized 
similar  transactions  as  valid,  and 
the  president  had  been  given  by 
the  corporation  general  power  to 
manage  its  business;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  corporation  could 
not  dispute  its  liability  on  the  in- 
dorsement. Park  Bank  v.  German- 
American  Mut.  Warehousing,  etc. 
Co.  (1885),  53  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  367. 
But  in  an  action  to  enforce  de- 
fendant company's  liability  on  a 
note  indorsed  in  the  name  of  the 
company  by  its  president,  there 
was  no  proof  that  the  president 
had  direct  authority  to  indorse 
the  note  in  suit,  and  the  only  evi- 
dence from  which  authority  could 
be  inferred  consisted  of  numerous 
former  indorsements  of  the  com- 


pany's name  by  the  president,  in 
which  cases  the  paper  had  been 
transferred,  and  the  apparent  ob- 
ligation of  the  company  as  in- 
dorser  satisfied,  but  plaintiff  knew 
nothing  of  these  indorsements  at 
the  time  it  discounted  the  note. 
If  the  payments  in  such  cases 
were  in  fact  made  from  the  funds 
of  the  company,  it  did  not  appear 
that  there  were  any  book-entries 
disclosing  them,  but  rather  that 
the  president  conducted  all  the 
transactions  personally.  And  it 
was  decided  that  the  evidence  was 
insuflacient  to  establish  his  author- 
ity. Fifth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Navassa 
Phosphate  Co.,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  1.  In 
a  subsequent  action,  however, 
against  the  same  company,  evi- 
dence that  that  officer  had  in- 
dorsed three  or  four  hundred 
similar  notes,  and  had  them  dis- 
counted; that  entries  were  made 
in  the  boolts  of  the  company  of 
the  proceeds  of  such  notes;  and 
that  like  notes  had  been  dis- 
counted by  plaintiff,  and  subse- 
quently paid,  was  thought  to  jus- 
tify the  submission  to  the  jury  of 
the  question  of  estoppel  on  defend- 
ant's part  to  dispute  its  presi- 
dent's ^authority,  and  the  mere 
ignorance  of  the  trustees  would 
not  relieve  it  of  liability.  Na- 
tional Bank  v.  Navassa  Phosphate 
Co.   (1890),  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  929. 

67  National     Bank    v.     Navassa' 
Phosphate    Co.     (1890),    8    N.    Y. 
Supp.  929. 
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of,  payable  to  itself  and  indorsed  by  the  president,  as  such,  and 
individually,  with  notice  that  the  proceeds  are  to  be  applied  to 
the  discharge  of  a  personal  debt,  he  is  put  upon  inquiry'  as  to 
the  authority  by  which  it  was  issued  and  negotiated;  but  he  is, 
nevertheless,  a  bona  Me  holder,  when,  if  he  had  inquired,  he 
would  have  discovered  the  record  of  an  apparently  legal  vote  of 
the  directors  authorizing  the  issue  to  pay  a  debt  recited  to  be 
due  their  president.""  Where  the  president,  in  the  course  of  busi- 
ness, is  accustomed  to  receive  promissory  notes,  payable  to  the 
corporation,  he  is  presumed  to  have  authority  to  transfer  them."" 
AVhere  the  managing  officials  of  a  corporation  secretly  agreed 
with  a  third  person  to  form  a  new  corporation,  in  which  they 
were  to  have  controlling  interest,  and  after  its  formation,  they, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  directors  or  stockholders  of  the 
old  corporation,  contracted  on  its  behalf  with  the  new  corpora- 
tion, Held,  in  equity,  that  the  court  on  application  of  the  directors 
would  annul  the  contract,  without  regard  to  whether  or  not  it 
was  unfavorable  to  the  old  corporation.'"'  A  promissory  note 'of 
the  corporation,  made  by  a  corporate  officer  having  general  au- 
thority to  make  and  issue  promissory  notes,  is,  when  taken  by  a 
stranger,  presumed  to  be  issued  for  corporate  purposes,  but  the 
contrary  is  the  presumption  where  the  note  so  issued  by  the  offi- 
cer, is  made  payable  to  himself.  In  such  case  the  corporation 
is  not  bound  by  such  general  authority,  and  no  recovery  can  be 
had  except  upon  proof  of  express  authority  given  to  make  that 
particular  note.'^ 

§  798.  Power  of  bank  presidents. — A  bank  president  has 
power  to  transact  the  usual  business  of  the  bank  in  the  usual 
way.'^  He  is  its  general  fiscal  agent,  and  whatever  he  does  with- 
in the  apparent  scope  of  his  authority  binds  the  bapk."    But  as 

68  Wilson  V.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Hallowell  &  Augusta  Bank,  14 
Co.  (N.  Y.),  24'N.  E.  Rep.  384.  Mass.  58;   Salem  Bank  v.  Glouces- 

69  Iowa  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sherman,  ter  Bank,  17  Mass.  1;  Foster  v. 
etc.  (S.  D.  1903),  97  N.  W.  12.  Essex  Bank,  17  Mass.  479;  Austin 

10  Attalla   Iron   Ore  Co.   v.   Vir-  v.  Daniels,  4  Denio,  299. 
ginla,    etc.   Co.    (Tenn.   1903),    77  73  Cake  v.   Pottsville  Bank,  116 

S.  W.  714.  Pa.  St.  264  (1887),  2  Am.  St.  Rep. 

71  Park  Hotel  Co.  v.  National  601.  But  a  bank  with  whom  a 
Bank,  86  Fed.  742.  draft   is    deposited   for    collection 

72  21  Cent.  L.  J.  144,  citing  has  no  general  agency  to  employ 
Minor  V.  Bank  of  Alexandria,  1  an  attorney  to  sue  thereon,  or 
Pet.  46;  Neiffer  v.  Bank  of  Knox-  compromise  the  claim;  and  in  ab- 
Tille,    1    Head,    162;    Wyman    v.  sence  of  special  authority  is  not 
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■between  the  corporation  and  himself,  a  president  of  a  bank  ordi- 
narily, has  no  authority  to  sell  the  property  of  the  corporation, 
imless  he  have  authority  under  the  charter,  the  direction  of  the 
board  of  directors,  the  managing  committee,  or  by  usage;  and 
where  the  property  of  a  bank,  is  sold  by  a  president  without 
authority,  and  the  bank  suffers  loss  thereby,  he  may  be  held  to 
respKjnd  in  damages  to  the  extent  of  the  loss.''*  In  the  absence  of 
special  authority  from  the  directors  of  a  bank,  the  president  can 
not  authorize  the  cashier  to  pay  the  checks  of  a  person  who  holds 
a  claim  against  the  president,  but  has  no  deposit  in  the  bank.'" 
And,  where  checks  are  so  paid,  the  amount  of  the  checks  cashed 
can  be  recovered  by  the  bank  from  the  drawer  of  the  checks,  in 
an  action  for  money  paid  out.'* 

§  799.  Powers  of  railroad  president. — The  pow^ers  of  a  rail- 
road president  are  generally  more  limited  in  their  scope  than  are 
those  of  banks  or  manufacturing  companies.  He  may  not  let  a 
contract  for  construction  of  the  railway,  nor  appoint  an  agent 
to  sell  the  company's  lands." 

B. 

VICE-PRESIDENT. 

§  800.  The  vice-president's  powers. — The  vice-president 
has  like  powers,  duties,  and  liabilities,  as  the  president,  but  only 
when  acting  in  his  stead.  He  may  sign  a  corporate  deed  where 
the  president  refuses  to  sign  it.'*  The  mere  fact  that  a  deed 
was  signed  by  the  vice-president,  instead  of  by  the  president,  re- 
quires no  additional  proof  why  he  signed  it  in  place  of  the  pres- 
ident." Where  a  pleading  in  a  suit  is  signed  by  the  vice-presi- 
dent, the  suit  is  presumed  to  be  authorized.'"  By  reason  of  long 
conduct  of  the  business,  the  vice-president  of  a  bank  may  have 
power  to  assign  a  judgment.'^ 

liable   for   the   president's   repre-  tt  yiae  infra,  §  1060,  Railway 

sentations    therein    unless    bene-  Peesident. 

fited  by  his  acts.     Ryan  v.  Manu-  's  Smith  v.  Smith  (1872),  62  111. 

facturers'   &  Merchants'   Bank,    9  492. 

Daly,  308  (1881).  79  Ellison  v.  Branstrotor  (1899), 

■a  First    Nat.    Bank   of   Central  153  Ind.  146. 

City  V.  Lucas  (1887),  21  Neb.  280.  soLacaze  v.  Creditors  (1894),  46 

"Dowd   V.    Stephenson    (1890),  La.  Ann.  237,  14  So.  601. 

10  S.  B.  Rep.  1101.  81  Cox   v.   Robinson    (1897),    82 

'« Dowd   V.    Stephenson    (N.    C.  Fed.  277. 
1890),  10  S.  B.  Rep.  1101. 
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c. 

OFFICER  ACTING  AS  GENERAL  MANAGER,  OR  SUPERINTENDENT. 

§  8oi.  General  manager's  authority. — The  general  manager 
of  a  corporation,  formed  to  care  for  cattle '  consigned  for  sale, 
has  no  authority  to  sign  a  petition  for  street  pavement,  whereby 
to  charge  the  cost  upon  property  of  the  corporation.*"  The  treas- 
urer of  a  corporation,  authorized  to  "have  charge  of"  its  securi- 
ties, has  no  power  to  sell  registered  bonds  of  the  corporation,  j 
without  express  authority.*'  A  general  manager  has  no  implied 
power  to  make  notes,  or  to  borrow  money  for  the  corporation,** 
but  if  he  does  so,  and  the  corporation  uses  the  money,  it  is  liable 
to  repay  it.*^  He  has  no  implied  power  to  issue  notes,*'  or  to 
sell  corporate  real  estate,*'  or  to  engage  an  employe  for  five 
years,**  or  to  mortgage  the  corporate  property,*'  or  to  render  the 
corporation  liable  for  his  own  debts,'"  or  to  guarantee  another's 
note,'^  or  to  endorse  commercial  paper,  except  for  collection,"^ 
or  to  prefer  a  creditor,"'  or  to  assign  for  the  benefit  of  creditors."* 
He  may  purchase  land  necessary  for  conduct  of  the  corporate 
business."^  He  may  employ  a  superintendent  temporarily."*  He 
may  engage  an  attorney."'  The  corporate  authority  is  in  the 
directors  only  when  acting  collectively  as  a  board,  in  legal  meet- 
ings, but,  as  it  does  not  usually  meet  from  day  to  day  to  attend  to 
the  current  details  of  the  business,  it  usually  appoints,  or  elects, 
some  subordinate  officer,  to  whom  it  delegates,"*  subject  to  its 
own  general  direction,  the  management  and  control,  entire,  or  of 

82Traphagen   v.   City  of   South  N.  C.  428  (1898),  31  S.  B.  719. 

Omaha  (Neb.  1903),  96  N.  W.  248.  »i  Dobson  v.   More    (1896),    164 

83  Jennie  Clarkson,  etc.  v.  Ches-  111.  110,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  184. 

apeake,  etc.  Co.  (1903),  83  N.  Y.  S.  sa  Railway    Equipment     Co.    v. 

913.  Lincoln    Nat.    Bank     (1894),     82 

8*  Union,  etc.  Co.  v.  Rocky  Mt.,  Hun,  8. 

^tc.   (1872),  1  Colo.  531.  93  Hadden  v.  Dooley   (1899),  92 

85  Topeka,  etc.  Co.  v.  March,  61  Fed.  274. 

Pac.  876  (Kan.  1900).  m  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Asheville, 

seBlwell    v.    Puget    Sound,    etc.  etc.  Co.  (1895),  116  N.  C.  827. 

R.  R.  (1893),  7  Wash.  487,  35  Pac.  95  New,  etc.  Co.  v.   Shuck   (Ky. 

376.  1899),  50  S.  W.  681. 

87  Schelter  v.  Southern,  etc.  Co.  96  Sandberg  v.   Victor,   etc.   Co. 

(1890),  19  Oreg.  192.  (1901),  24  Utah,  1,  66  Pac.  360. 

ss  Camacho  v.  Hamilton,  etc.  Co.  9?  Ceeder  v.   Loud,   etc.   Co.,   86 

(1896),  2  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  369.  Mich.  541  (1891),  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 

,  89  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kirby,  32  134. 

So.  881  (Fla.  1901).  "s  Burden  v.  Burden,  8  App.  Div, 

90  Barnhardt  v.   Star  Mills,  123  160,  159  N.  Y.  287. 
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some  particular  branch  of  the  business.  Such  manager,  whether 
called  superintendent,  general  manager,  or  by  what  other  desig- 
nation, may  at  the  same  time  be  a  director,  or  the  president,  or 
secretary,  or  other  officer,  or  agent,  of  the  corporation,  but  that 
fact  does  not  limit  or  otherwise  affect  his  power  as  such  general 
manager.'*  The  extent  of  his  authority  is  prescribed  by  the 
board  of  directors,  and  may,  at  its  pleasure,  be  enlarged  or  re- 
voked. His  implied  power  and  authority  are  limited  to  do  only 
those  things  which  are  incident  to  the  usual  business  of  the  cor- 
poration,^ or  to  that  branch  of  it  entrusted  to  his  management. 
Such  general  manager's  authority  is  as  broad  as,  and  no  broader 
than,  the  scope  of  his  employment  and  agency,  and  the  nature  of 
the  corporate  business.^  A  contract  by  the  superintendent  of  a 
corporation,  to  pay  an  injured  employe  what  would  in  effect  be 
a  pension  for  life,  will  not  bind  the  corporation.'  The  powers 
of  general  managers  and  superintendents  are  much  similar  to 
those  of  presidents  of  corporations.  A  corporation  is  liable  on 
a  contract  within  the  scope  of  the  corporate  business,  made  by 
a  superintendent  and  manager,  appointed  to  do  the  general  work, 
and  keep  the  books  of  the  concern.*  An  extreme  case  decides 
that  one  who  expends  money  to  promote  the  purposes  of  the 

99  Ceeder  v.  Loud  &  Sons,  etc.  quest,  furnished,  on  the  same  pa- 
Co.,  86  Mich.  541,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  per,  a  memorandum  that,  if  the 
134.  lamps  were  not  satisfactory  after 

1  Green  v.  Blodgett,  55  III.  App.  a  year's  trial,  "I  will  purchase 
556,  159  111.  169,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  them  back  at  half  price,"  signed, 
146;  Sarmiento  v.  Davis,  etc.  Co.,"  "B.,  Gen'l  Agent."  The  price  was 
105  Mich.  300,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  paid  by  check  to  the  company. 
446;   Matson  v.  Alley  141  111.  284.  B.  was  acting  as  sole  manager  and 

2  Boynton  v.  Lynn  Gas  Light  so  advertised  himself,  using  the 
Co.,  124  Mass.  197;  Balrd  Lum-  company's  wood-cut.  A  change 
ber  Co.  v.  Devlin,  124  Ala.  245.  was  made  afterwards,  but  no  no- 

3  Smith  V.  Crum,  etc.  Co.  (Pa.  tice  was  given  to  the  public.  The 
1904),  57  Atl.  953.  company  requested  of  appellee  the 

*Whitaker  v.  Kilroy  (1888),  70  privilege  of  inspecting  the  lamps. 

Mich.  635.    In  Siemen's  Regenera-  The  lamps  failing  to  work,  appel- 

tive    Gas-Lamp   Co.    v.    Horstman  lee  applied  to  the  president,  who 

(Pa.  188^),  24  W.  N.  Cas.  396,  the  promised   to  arrange  the   matter, 

appellee  wishing  to  light  his  fac-  but  soon  wrote,  refusing  to  inter- 

tory,    applied    to    defendant   com-  fere,  as  it  was  B.'s  contract.    The 

pany,   and  shortly  afterwards  re-  evidence  was  held  to  be  sufilcient 

ceived    a    proposition    to    furnish  to    justify    a    submission    to    the 

lamps.    This  proposition  was  writ-  jury,  and  to  sustain  a  finding  that ' 

ten    on    the    company's    business  B.   was   authorized   to    make   the 

paper,     and     signed     "B.,     Gen'l  stipulation  for  the  return  of  part 

Agent."     B.  placed  the  lamps  in  of  the  price, 
the  factory,  and,  at  appellee's    re- 


.§  801.] 
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corporation,  under  the  direction  of  a  general  manager  invested 
with  the  entire  control  of  the  business  of  the  corporation,  and 
in  accordance  with  a  prevailing  custom  recognized  by  the  mem- 
bers, may  recover  therefor  from  the  corporation,  although  express 
authority  was  not  conferred  by  its  directors."  But,  generally, 
one  who  makes  a  special  contract  with  the  manager  of  a  cor- 
poration is  bound  to  take  notice  of  limitations  upon  his  authority." 
Thus,  a  corporation  is  not  liable  for  supplies  furnished  its  super- 
intendent without  its  authority,  where  it  had  previously  adopted 
a  by-law  providing  that  "no  debts  shall  be  contracted  by  any  of- 
ficer or  agent  of  the  company,  nor  any  obligation  created,  impos- 
ing any  liability  on  it,  unless  expressly  autliorized  by  a  majority 
of  all  the  members  of  the  board  of  directors  present  at  any  meet- 
ing of  said  board,"  even  though  the  seller  of  the  supplies  had 
no  actual  notice  of  the  by-law;''  and  a  general  manager  can  not 
indorse  the  corporation's  notes  without  authority,'  though  he 
may  receive  notes  so  as  to  make  their  delivery  to  him  valid  if 
by  the  direction  of  the  acting  president."     The  superintendent 


5  Topeka  Primary  A.  tT.  B.  v. 
Martin  (1888),  39  Kan.  570. 

8  Smith  V.  Co-operative  Dress 
Assn.,  12  Daly,  304. 

TRatliburn  v.  Snow  (1889),  22 
N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  227.  Especially  is 
it  true  that  a  corporation  will  not 
te  liable  when  the  supplies  were 
furnished  by  the  superintendent  to 
be  used  in  improving  land  owned 
by  himself  and  others,  of  which 
the  corporation  never  became  the 
owner,  and  where  the  trustees 
were  in  a  distant  country,  and  had 
no  knowledge  of  the  transaction, 
and  no  express  ratification  is 
shown,  though  the  corporation 
had  agreed  to  take  the  land  in 
exchange  for  stock  when  the  land 
was  developed,  and  had  furnished 
the  superintendent  funds  to  be 
used  in  developing  it.  Rathburn 
V.  Snow  (1889),  22  N.  T.  St.  Rep. 
227. 

8  In  an  action  to  charge  a  cor- 
poration as  indorser  of  notes  in- 
dorsed in  its  name  by  "L.  Hirsch, 
Manager,"  a  judgment  against  the 
corporation  is  unauthorized,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  of  Hirsch's 
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authority,  or  that  the  notes  re- 
lated to  the  corporation's  busi- 
ness, or  that  it  ever  received  any 
value  for  or  benefit  from  th«  in- 
dorsement. Middlesex  Co.  Bank  v. 
Hirsch  Bros.  Veneer  Manuf.  Co. 
(18S9),  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  385,  anno- 
tated, 24  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  297. 

9  Thus,  in  Whitaker  v.  Kilroy 
(1888),  70  Mich.  635,  notes  were 
received  by  the  general  manager 
in  the  presence  and  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  president,  who  though 
informing  the  maker  that  the 
manager  had  no  authority  to  col- 
lect money  did  not  inform  him  in 
whom  that  authority  was  vested, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  delivery 
of  the  notes  to  the  manager  was 
under  the  circumstances  sufficient 
to  bind  the  company.  And  where 
the  general  manager  of  a  corpo- 
ration, who  was  authorized  to  col- 
lect its  checks,  etc.,  presented  a 
check  belonging  to  it  to  a  bank 
for  payment,  and  by  mistake  the 
bank  overpaid  him, '  it  was  held, 
that  the  corporation  was  liable 
for  the  amount  of  the  over-pay- 
ment without  regard  to  whether 
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may  contract  for  the  corporation  in  certain  cases,^"  and  he  mav 
release  from  a  contract  he  would  have  had  the  power  to  make.''^ 
Conversely,  the  novation  of  a  debt  due  from  a  corporation,  is 
within  the  authority  of  a  general  agent  having  power  to  pay  its 
debts. ^^  Where  the  general  manager  enables  the  owner  of  a 
judgment  to  purchase  effects  of  the  corporation,  at  execution  sale, 
for  less  than  their  actual  value,  he  acts  as  the  ageqt  of  the  pur- 
chaser, and  his  acts  do  not  bind  the  company.^' 

§  802.  Admissions  and  declarations,  by  general  manager. 
— A  superintendent's  admissions  of  obligation  do  not  necessarily 
bind  the  company.^*  Thus,  the  fact  that  a  manager  of  a  cor-, 
poration  employed  a  surveyor  to  run  at  a  certain  place  a  bounda:ry 
line  between  the  land  of  the  corporation  and  that  of  an  adjoining 
owner,  does  not,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  that  the  manager 
was  authorized  to  establish  the  boundary,  bind  the  company  to 
acquiesce  in  the  boundary  thus  established.^"  But  it  has  been 
held  that  a  railroad  superintendent  may  bind  the  company  by 
issuing  a  circular,  though  no  authority  to  do  so  has  been  granted 
him  by  the  board  of  directors ;  such  an  act  being  within  the  scope 
of  his  general  duties.^'  And  when,  in  response  to  a  letter  sent 
to  a  railroad  superintendent,  the  circular  is  received  through  the 
mail  in  an  official  envelope,  addressed  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
superintendent's  secretary,  the  presumption  is,  in  the  absence  of 
rebutting  evidence,  that  it  is  an  offer  made  by  the  superintendent 

the  manager  accounted  to  the  cor-  offered  a  reward  for  the  arrest  of 

poration  for  the  amount.    Kansas  certain  persons,  made  after  the  ar- 

liumber  Co.  v.  Central  Bank,   34  rest,   and   in   acknowledgment   of 

Kan.  635  (1885).  the  obligation  under  the  offer,  are 

10  Where  the  president  and  vice-  not  admissible  where  no  evidence 
president  of  a  corporation  instruct  appears  to  show  his  authority  to 
a  person  to  deal  with  the  superin-  bind  the  company  by  such  admis- 
tendent,  and  the  corporation  re-  sions,  and  the  authority  is  ex- 
ceives  the  benefit  of  an  oral  agree-  pressly  denied.  Blain  v.  Pacific 
ment  made  by  him  for  the  corpo-  Ex.  Co.  (1888),  69  Tex.  74. 
ration,  it  cannot  deny  his  author-  i"  Hartford  Iron  Min.  Co.  v. 
ity  to  act.  Morrell  v.  Long  Island  Cambria  Mln.  Co.  (Mich.  1890),  45 
R.  Co.  (1888),  22  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  30.  N.  W.  Rep.  351. 

11  Indianapolis  Rolling-Mill  Co.  le  Central  Railroad  &  Banking 
V.  St.  Louis,  Ft.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.  Co.  v.  Cheatham  (1888),  85  Ala. 
(1887),  120  U.  S.  256.  292,  holding  also  that  such  a  cir- 

isMulorone   v.    American   Lum-  cular,     when     headed     with     the 

her  Co.  (1885),  55  Mich.  622.  names  of  two  railroad  companies 

13  Welch  V.  Woodruff  (1889),  51  and  signed  by  their  superintend- 
Hun,  637.  ent,  is  the  contract  of  the  compa- 

14  The  declarations  of  a  super-  nies,  and  not  of  the  superintend- 
intendent  of  a  company  which  has  ent  personally. 
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■on  behalf  of  the  company.^^  The  representations  of  the;  super- 
intendent of  a  corporation  that  he  has  a  quantity  of  rice  stored 
with  the  company,  together  with  a  special  receipt  of  the  corpora- 
,  tion,  signed  by  the  superintendent,  acknowledging  that  it  held 
the  rice,  will  not  bind  the  corporation ;  but  where  he  represented 
that  another  had  in  store  a  certain  quantity  of  rice,  and  thereby 
induced  an  advance  of  money  upon  a  receipt  by  which  the  cor- 
poration acknowledged  that  the  rice  was  in  store,  which  receipt 
was  signed  by  such  general  superintendent,  the  corporation  was 
liable.i^ 

§  802a.  Authority  of  general  manager  to  engage  legal  and 
medical  service. — When 'the  general  manager  of  a  company 
retains  a  practicing  attorney  to  attend  to  legal  business  for  the 
corporation,  it  is  liable  for  the  services  rendered;  unless  the  at- 
torney knew,,  or  might  have  known  by  using  ordinary  diligence, 
that  the  manager  had  no  authority  to  retain  him.^°  So,  a  general 
manager  and  agent  of  a  corporation  must  be  piresumed,  prima  facie 
at  least,  to  have  authority  to  direct  the  issue  of  a  replevin  writ, 
for  the  improper  service  of  which  the  corporation  is  sued.^"  The 
general  or  managing  local  agent  of  a  foreign  corporation,  is  not, 
however,  an  "officer"  who  may  make  the  affidavit  required  upon 
an  application  for  change  of  venue.^*  A  general  manager  and  a 
police  inspector,  whose  duty  it  was  to  proceed  to  the  scene  of  an 
accident,  have  been  held  authorized  to  bind  the  company  for 
medical  services,  hotel' charges  and  such  other  necessary  expenses 
of  passengers  injured  in  a  railway  accident.^^  But  whpre  the 
general  manager  of  a  corporation  sends  a  request  to  a  physician 
by  telegram,  signed  in  the  name  of  his  company,  to  attend  an 
employe,  wounded  in  a  private  brawl,  he  is  acting  beyond  the 
■scope  of  his  authority,  apparent  and  real,  and  the  .  company  is 
not  liable  to  the  physician.^' 

§  80^.  Secretary's  duties  and  povsrers. — ^Though  the  secre- 
tary has,  practically, .  no  implied  power, ^^ .  the  corporation  may 

IT  Central   Railroad   &   Banking  21  wheeler  &  Wilson  Manuf .  Co. 

•Co.  V.   Cheatham    (1888),   85  Ala.  v.  La-wson  (1883),  57  Wis.  400. 

292.  22  Langan  v.  Great  "Western  Ry. 

M  Planters'    Rice  .'Mill     Co.    v.  Co.,  30  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  173;  Walker 

Olmstead  (Ga.  1887),  3  S.  B.  Rep.  v.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  2 

■647.  Ex.  228;  36  L.  J.  Ex.  123;  Browne 

19  St.  Louis,  etc.  TR.  Co.  v.  Grove  &  Theobald's  Ry.  Law,  108. 

(1888),  39  Kan.  731.  23  DS.le  v.  Donaldson  Lumber  Co. 

-    20  Frost  V.  Domestic  Sewing  Ma-  (1887),  48  Ark.  188. 

■ctine  Co.  (1882),  133  Mass.  563.  2-1  Hastings     v.     Brooklyn    Life 

Ins.  Co.  (1893).  138  N.  Y.  473. 
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ratify  his  contracts  which  he  has  made,  and  when  it  has  received 
the  benefits,  the  corporation  is  liable  for  his  acts,  as,  where  cor- 
porate notes  were  given  by  the  secretary,  without  authority,  to  a 
bank,  and  it  used  the  money  in  its  business,  it  was  held  liable.^* 
Where  it  has  allowed  him  to  conduct  the  corporate  business,  the 
corporation  is  bound  by  his  contracts  made  on  its  account.^  The 
secretary  has, no  power,  by  reason  of  his  office,  to  contract  in  the 
name  of  the  corporation,  or'  to  borrow  money,  or  to  pay  notes, 
or  endorse  securities.^^  The  secretary's  duties  are  to  keep  records 
and  make  entries  of  all  proceedings  of  the  stockholders  and  direc- 
tors, requiring  a  record.^*  Though  he  may  have  bought,  with 
his  own  money,  the  books  containing  the  records,  they  belong  to 
the  corporation.  His  possession  of  them  is  its  possession,  and  he 
can  not  take  them,  when  he  ceases  to  be  secretary.^  He  is  the 
custodian  of  the  records  and  of  the  corporate  seal.^"  By  virtue 
of  his'  office,  merely,  he  has  no  authority ,^^  and  none  to  bind  the 
corporation,  unless  it  be  expressly  conferred.'"  The  secretary 
is  not,  ordinarily,  a  fiscal  agent  of  the  corporation  nor  empowered 
to  bind  it  in  transactions  of  a  financial  character.  Thus,  a  sec- 
retary of  a  corporatipn  can  not,  in  the  absence  of  special  author- 
ity, bind  the  corporation  by  a  ''due  bill"  given  a  stockholder  in 
consideration  of  his  surrender  of  his  stock.'*  And,  though  a 
corjjoration  furnishes  its  secretary  with  money  to  pay  its  em- 
ployes, and  an  employe  delivers  monthly  to  the  secretary,  receipts 
for  the  month's  salary,  and  leaves  the  money  with  the  secretary, 
the  corporation  is  not  liable  for  the  default  of  the  secretary  in 
failing,  afterwards,  to  pay  over  the  amounts.^*    So,  where  the 

25  Pauley  v.   Sloane    (1901),  66  .  so  Evans  v.  Lee^  11  Nev.   194; 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  522.                 _  Wolf   v.    Davenport,   etc.    Co.,   93 

20  Hess  V.  Sloane   (1901),  66  N.  Iowa,  218. 

Y;  App.  Div.  522.  3i  Blood  v.  Marcuse,  38  Cal.  590, 

27  Chemical    National   Bank   v.  99  Am.  Dec.  435;  Reed  v.  Buflum, 

Wagner    (1892),    93    Ky.    525,    40  79  Cal.  77,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  131. 

Am.  St.  Rep.  206;   Security  Bank  32  city  Electric,  etc.  Co.  v.  First 

V.  Kingsland  (1895),  5  N.  D.  263,  Nat.  Exch.  Bank,  62  Ark.  33,  54 

65  N.  W.  697;  Oak,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pes-  Am.  St.  Rep.  282;  Pauley  v.  Pau- 

ter   (1895),  7  N.  M.   650,  41  Pac.  ley,  107  Cal.  8,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  98; 

522;  Usher  v.  Raymond  Skate  Co.  Famous   Shoe,   etc.   Co.  v.  Eagle 

(1895),  163  Mass.  1.  Iron  Works,  51  Mo.  App.  66. 

ssLeary   v.    Blanchard,    48   Me.  sa-Gregory  v.,  Lamb    (1884),   16 

269;   Evarts  v.  Killingworth  Mfg.  Neb.  205. 

Co.,  20  Conn.  447.  a*' Gardner   v.    Omnibus   R.    Co. 

29  State  V.  Goll,  32  N.  J.  Law,  (1883),  63  Cal.  326. 
585. 
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constitution  of  a  building  association  required  the  payment  of 
■daes  at  regular  stated  meetings,  it  was  held,  that  the  association 
was  not  bound  by  payments  made  at  other  times  to  the  secretary, 
and  embezzled  by  him.^°  Upon  the  same  principle,  an  assignment 
of  an  account  for  goods  manufactured  and  sold  by  a  corporation, 
made  in  its  name  by  its  secretary,  who  has  general  charge  of  its 
letters  and  orders  for  goods,  is  invalid,  in  the  absence  of  other 

.  proof  of  his  authority  to  make  it.''^  But,  where  the  by-laws  of  a 
savings  society  required  its  secretary  to  keep  on  hand  all  the 
moneys,  securities,  or  property  received  "by  him  on  account  pf  the 
society,  until  they  were  disposed  of  by  direction  of  the  board  of 
directors,  and  that  he  should  not  use,  lend,  exchange,  or  other- 
wise dispose  of-  them,  these  provisions  were  considered  to  have 
entered  into  the  contract  of  the  sureties,  and  they  were  held  liable 
for  all  moneys  received  by  him  on  account  of  the  society,  and  not 

.  merely  for  such  as  he  was  required,  as  secretary,  to  collect.^^ 
The  secretary  may,  however,  bind  the  company  by  declarations  as 
to  facts  properly  within  his  knowledge  as  custodian  of  the  com- 
pany's book.  Thus,  where  the  secretary,  of  a  corporation,  having 
told  a  purchaser  of  some  land  on  which  the  corporation  held  a 
mortgage,  what  amount  was  required  to  release  his  land,  having 
directed  him  to  pay  that  amount  to  the  corporation's  solicitor, 
the  payment  of  that  amount  to  the  solicitor  was  held  to  extinguish 
the  mortgage  as  to  the  land.'*"  When  the  statute  requires  the 
officer,  having  charge  of  corporate  books,  to  furnish  the  names 
of  the  shareholders,  on  demand  of  a  civil  officer  holding  an 
execution  against  the  corporation,  the  demand  miist  be  made  be- 
fore the  coiirt  will  order  the  names  to  be  furnished.^"    With 

3s  Morrow  v. .  James,  4   Mackey  of  facts  the  court  refused  to  en- 

(D.  C),   59.     In  one   case  an  in-  tertaln   the   presumption   that   he 

formation  charged  defendant,  the  attempted  to  pledge  more  than  his 

secretary   of   a   corporation,    with  own  interest,  and  it  was  held  that 

embezzling"  a   certificate   of  stock  a    conviction    could    not    be    sus- 

issued  to  him,  which  he  had  de-  tained.     State  v.  Williamson,   74 

posited    with   the    corporation    as  Wis.  263  (1889). 
security   for   such   stock,    and    of  as  Read    v.    Buffum    (1889),    79 

which,   as  secretary,   he  had  pos-  Cal.  77. 

session.     It  appeared  that  defend-  s?  Humboldt   Sav.   &  Loan   Soc. 

ant  had   deposited  the   certificate  v.    Wennerhold     (Cal.    1890),    22 

with  a  bank  as   security  for  his  Pac.  Rep.  920. 
individual  note,  but  there  was  no  as  Kilpatrick  v.  Home  Building 

evidence  that  he  claimed  to  be  the  &    Loan   Assn.     (1888).    119    Pa. 

absolute  owner  of  the  certificate,  St.  30. 

or  tried  to  pledge  the  corporation's  so  Cleveland  Rolling  Mill  Co.  v. 

interest  therein.     Upon  this  state  Texas  &  St.  Louis  Ry.  Co.  (1884), 
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respect  to  the  term  of  office  of  the  secretary  and  the  liabihty  of 
his  bondsmen,  it  has  been  held  as  to  the  secretary  of  a  savings 
society,  that,  although  he  was  chosen  by  the  directors,  the  tenure 
of  Tiis  office  did  not  depend  on  their  official  term,  which  was  one 
year;  but,  that  as  they  were  authorized  by  the  by-laws  to  fix  his. 
term  of  office,  and  to  summarily  dismiss  him,  they  could,  by 
electiftg  him  once,  without  further  action,  continue  him  in  office 
indefinitely,  and  during  that  time  his  sureties  were  liable.*" 

E. 

TREASURER. 

§  804.     Duties    and    authority.      Is   a   mere    depositary. — 

Powers. — "The  treasurer  is  the  mere  depositary  of  the  money 
of  the  corporation  in  his  hands,  and  is  not  a  trustee  thereof,  so- 
as  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  a  court  of  equity."*^  In  the  absence  . 
of  contrary  provision,  he  is  the  only  proper  officer  to  receive, 
keep  and  disburse  the  corporate  funds.*^  The  authority  incident 
to  his  office  is  to  receive  and  receipt  for  whatever  moneys  are 
due  the  corporation.*^  He  can  not  bind  the  corporation  by  any 
act  not  within  the  scope  of  his  ordinary  business  duties.**  He 
has  no  implied  authority  to  draw,  endorse  or  accept  bills,  or  notes^ 

23  Fed.  Rep.  720.    Under  the  Ver-  iff's   attorney,   after  the   demand,, 

mont  General  Statute,  chapter  86,  that,  "when  he  got  ready,  to  show 

sections  7,  8,  13,  a  stockholder  of  the     books     he    would    let     him 

a  corporation  may  maintain  an  ac-  know."     And  the  ledger,  contain- 

tion   against  its   clerk  or  record-  ing    debits    of    assessments    and 

Ing  officer  for  wilfully  neglecting  credits    of   payments    thereon,    is 

or  refusing  to  exhibit  Its  records,  admissible  in  connection  with  tes- 

In  such  case  the  county  court  has  timony   tending   to   show   that   it 

jurisdiction;  the  measure  of  dam-  was  in  defendant's  custody  at  the 

age   is   $10   for   each   day   during  time  of  the  demand,  and  that  ha 

which  the  refusal  continued.  Stock  made  and  kept  the  entries.    Lewis 

books  and  transfer  books  are  with-  v.  Brainerd  (1881),  53  Vt.  519. 

in  the  meaning  of  the  act.     The  «  Humboldt  Sav.  &  Loan  Soc.  v. 

declaration    must    allege    the    re-  Wennerhold    (Cal.  1890),  22   Pac. 

quest  to  have  been  made  at   de-  Rep.  920.     See,  also,  §  717,  su'pra.. 

fendant's  office.     Lewis  v.  Brain-  ^i  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  74  Me.  582. 

erd    (1881),  53  Vt.  510;   Vt.  Gen.  .    « Pearson   v.   Tower.   58  N.   H. 

St.,  ch.  86,  §§  7,  8,  13.    In  such  an  215;   Danbury,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 

action,  the  declaration  of  defend-  son,  22  Conn.  435. 

ant,    shortly   before    the   demand,  *3  People   v.    Carter,    122    Mich, 

that    he    "would    not    show    the  668;   Brown  v.  Winnicommet  Co., 

books,  even  if  the  directors  should  93  Mass.  326. 

order   him    to    do   so,"    is   admis-  i*  First  Nat.  Bank;  etc.  v.  Ashe- 

sible;  also  his  statement  to  plaint-  ville,  etc.  Co..  116  N.  C.  827. 
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or  orders,*'  or  to  pay  debts,  or  compromise  claims,**  or  to  release 
debtors,  or  surrender  securities,*^  or  to  sell  or  pledge  the  corpora- 
tion notes  or  other  assets.*' 

§  805.  The  treasurer  as  fiscal  agent. — The  rule  is  well  set- 
tled that  if  a  corporation  permit  the  treasurer  to  act  as  its  general 
fiscal  agent,  and  hold  him  out  to  the  public  as  having  the  general 
authority  implied  from  his' official  name  and  character,  and  by 
its  silence  and  acquiescence  suffer  him  to  draw  and  accept  drafts, 
and  to  indorse  notes  payable  to  the  corporation,  it  is'  bound  by 
his  acts  within  the  scope  of  such  implied  authority.*"  Accord- 
ingly, drafts  accepted  by  the  treasurer  are  presumed  to  be  prop- 
erly accepted  by  the  corporation;  and  in  an  action  by  the  holder 
on  such  acceptance,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant,  to' 
show  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  bona  Me  holder.'*"  The  accept- 
ance even  of  accommodation  paper  by  the  treasurer,  will  bind  the 
corporation,  as  against'  persons  having  no  notice  of  its  character."^ 
Under  a  treasurer's  power,  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  to 
make  contracts  for  the  payment  of  money,  he  may  compromise  a 
disputed  claim.'^  But  a  person  acting  as  secretary  and  treasurer, 
has  no  implied  authority  to  release,  without  consideration,  one  of 

*5  Jewett  V.  West  Somerville,  etc.  on  London,  it  appeared  that  rail- 
Bank,  173  Mass.  54,  73  Am.  St.  road  corporations  were  not  in  the 
Rep.  259.  habit  of  borrowing  money  in  this 

*6  Carver  Co.  v.  lilanufacturers'  mode,  while  on  the  other  hand  it 

Ins.  Co.,  72  Mass.  214;   Brown  v.  was   shown   that   banking   houses 

Weymouth,  36  Me.  414.  like    the    plaintiff    were    in    the 

"  Moshanon,  etc.   Co.   v.   Sloan,  habit  of  lending  it  in  this  man- 

109  Pa.  St.  532,  7  Atl.  102.  ner;   and  it  was  held  that  the  di- 

.  48  Bradlee  v.  Warren,  etc.  Bank,  rectors,    by   their   course   of   con- 

127  Mass.  107,  34  Am.  Rep.  351.  duct,  had  held  out  their  treasurer 

49  Lester  v.  Webb,   1  Allen,  34.  to  the  public  as  the  fiscal  agent 

In  Page  v.  Pall  River  W:  &  P.  R.  of  the  corporation,  and  as  having 

Co.   (1887),  31  Fed.  Rep.  257,  the  authority    to   make    and    endorse 

treasurer   of   a    railroad   corpora-  notes  for  it;   and  that  there  was 

tion  for  several  years  had  been  in  nothing  in  the  transaction  so  un- 

the  habit  of  borrowing  money,  al-  usual  as  to  have  put  plaintiff  oa 

though  without  authority,  on  the  inquiry. 

notes  of  the  corporation  signed  by  so  Credit  Co.,  Limited,  v.  Howe 

himself    as    treasurer.      Most    of  Machine  Co.  (1887),  54  Conn.  357, 

these  notes  were  indorsed  by  one  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  123. 

of  the  directors;  some,  by  himself  bi  Credit  Co.,  Limited,  v.  Howe 

individually.   In  an  action  against  Machine  Co.  (1887),  54  Conn.  357, 

the  corporation,  on  an  agreement  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  123. 

signed  in  its  behalf  by  the  treas-  52  Gafford    v.    American    Mort- 

urer,    whereby'  a    loan    obtained  gage    &    Invest.    Co.     (1889),    77 

from    a   banking   house   took   the  Iowa,  736,  42  N.  W.  Rep.  550. 
form  of  a  purchase  of  exchange 
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several  makers  of  a  note  owned  by  the  corporation,  from  his 
hability  thereon.^  And  so  it  is  no  defense,  in  an  action  by  a 
corporation  on  a  note  given  in  renewal  of  another  note,  to  show 
that  it  was  given  by  defendant  under  agreement  with  the  sec- 
retary and  treasurer  of  the  corporation,  that  defendant  would  not 
be  called  upon  to  pay  it,  without  proof  of  power  in  the  secretary 
and  treasurer  to  make  such  agreement.^*  A  paper  under  the  cor- 
porate seal  and  signature  of  the  treasurer,  agreeing  to  pay  one- 
third  of  the  proceeds  of  certain  claims,  in  case  of  their  collection, 
is  not  admissible  to  bind  the  corporation  in  the  absence  of  proof 
of  special  authority  in  the  treasurer.^^  A  writing,  purporting  to 
be  signed  by  the  treasurer  of  a  corporation,  does  not  bind  it,  in 
absence  of  proof  that  the  person  named  was  authorized  to  bind 
the  corporation.''*  A  corporation  will  be  bound  by  the  act  of  one 
who  has  been  accustomed  to  act  as  its  agent,  with  its  knowledge, 
though  he  acts  without  consideration.^' 

§  806.  Treasurer's  authority  to  borrow  money  and  give 
security. — The  treasurer  of  a  savings  bank  is  not,  by  virtue 
of  his  office,  invested  with  the  power  of  borrowing  money  for 
the  institution,  and  giving  its  notes  therefor.^*  Neither  has  the 
treasurer  of  a  company  engaged  in  the  business    of  operating 

B3  Moshannan  Land  &  L.  Co.  v.  bs  Backer  v.  TTnlted  States,  etc. 

Sloan  (Pa.  1887),  7  Atl.  Rep.  102.  Co.  (1903),  84  N.  Y.  S.  149. 

54  Moshannan   Land   &   Lumber  5o  Coney  Island,  etc.  Co.  v.  Boy- 
Co.   V.    Sloan    (Pa.    1887),    7   Atl.  ton  (1903),  84  N.  Y.  S.  347. 
Rep.    102.      One   who    was    book-  ^t  Culver  v.  Pocono,  etc.  Co.,  206 
keeper,  cashier  and  corresponding  Pa.  481. 

clerk  of  a  lumber  company  called  ss  Fifth    Ward    Sav.     Bank    v. 

upon  a  Customer  to  collect  a  bill  First  Nat.  Bank  (1887),  48  N.  J. 

for  lumber,  and  was  refused;  the  513.     Here,  a  treasurer  of  a  sav- 

customer    claiming    damages    for  ings     bank,     without     authority, 

failure  to  ship  lumber  in  fulfill-  signed  two  notes  of  his  bank  as 

ment    of    a    previous    order.  ,  He  treasurer,  and  discounted  them  at 

then    offered   to    ship   a   car-load,  another   bank,   and   also,   withbut 

which,   if  satisfactory,  was  to  be  authority,     pledged    certain    cou- 

the  basis  of  an  order,  and,  if  un-  pon  bonds  payable  to  bearer,  be- 

satisfactory,    he   agreed   to   make  longing  to  his  bank  as  collateral 

no  charge  therefor,  and  cancel  the  security  for  the  money  advanced, 

former  bill.     Under  these  circum-  which   was    not    received    by    the 

stances,  and  the  charter  and  by-  bank,   but    applied   by   the   treas- 

laws  of  the  company  not  defining  urer  to  his  personal  uses.     It  was 

the   duties   of  a   cashier,   and   no  decided  in  an  action  of  trover  for 

evidence  of  usage  being  given,  the  the   bonds   by   the   savings   bank, 

agreement  was  unauthorized,  and  that    the    bank    discounting    the 

did  not  bind  the  company.    Delta  notes,  in   dealing  with  the  treas- 

Lumber   Co.   v.   Williams    (1889),  urer   of  the   savings   bank,    dealt 

68  Mich.  261.  with  one  whose  authority  was  de- 
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Waterworks,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  any  implied  authority  to 
borrow  money.'*'  Upon  the  same  principle,  a  corporation  will 
not  be  bound  upon  such  notes,  especially  when  tainted  with 
fraud.""  Nor  has  the  superintendent  and  treasurer  of  a  corpora- 
tion any  authority  to  mortgage  its  property,  or  to  confess  judg- 


fined  by  tlie  charter  of  the  bank 
of  -which  he  was  an  ofllcer,  and  by 
common  usage,  and  assumed  the 
risk,  should  the  pledge  prove  un- 
authorized. Fifth  "Ward  Sav.  Bank 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank  (1887),  48  N.  J. 
513.  In  a  suit  against  a  treasurer 
of  a  company  for  misappropriat- 
ing funds,  -where  it  appears  that 
he  had  made  an  official  report  of 
moneys  in  his  hands,  -which  -was 
largely  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
sued  for,  evidence  that,  about  the 
time  of  the  report,  he  -was  endeav- 
oring to  borrow  money,  to  pay 
benefits  in  tlie-  association,  ^s  in- 
admissible to  contradict  the  re- 
port, as  the  act  of  borrowing  the 
money  was  not  in  the  course  of 
his  official  duty.  Screwmen's  Ben. 
Assn.  V.  Smith  (1888  )s  70  Tex. 
168. 

B9  The  corporation  provided  for 
all  its  obligations  by  the  issue  of 
bonds.  Parties,  among  whom  was 
its  treasurer,  became  possessed  of 
these  bonds  by  agreeing  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  company.  To  dis- 
charge the  personal  liability  thus 
incurred  the  treasurer  discounted 
notes  of  the  company  made  by 
him  without  its  authority  or 
knowledge,  or  that  of  its  officers. 
It  was  held  that  this  did  not  war- 
rant a  finding  that  the  proceeds  of 
the  notes  went  to  the  benefit  of 
the  company,  so  as  to  create  a  lia- 
bility on  its  part  for  the  acts  of 
its  treasurer  in  subsequently  issu- 
ing its  notes  for  his  own  benefit. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Council  Bluffs 
City  Water  Works  Co.  (1890),  9 
N.  Y.  Supp.  859. 

60  A  negotiable  note  indorsed  in 
the  name  of  a  manufacturing  cor- 
poration by  the  treasurer,  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  maker,  can- 
not be  enforced  against  the  cor- 


poration, and  there  was  no  by-law 
concern  any  business  of  the  cor- 
poration where  the  note  did  not 
or  resolution  authorizing  the  treas- 
urer to  indorse  negotiable  paper, 
or  any  proof  of  a  recognized 
course  of  business  by  which  the 
treasurer  was  held  out  as  possess- 
ing such  power,  or  any  evidence 
that  the,  corporation  ratified  the 
act,  or  derived  any  benefit  from 
it,  though  the  note  is  in  the  hand 
of  a  iona  fide  holder.  Wahlig  v. 
Standard  Pump  Mfg.  Co.  (1890),  9 
N.  Y.  Supp.  739.  And  in  an  ac- 
tion against  a  corporation  on  a 
promissory  note,  it  appeared  that 
the  note  had  been  given  by  its 
treasurer  for  money  borrowed, 
ostensibly  for  the  corporation, 
and  was  signed,  in  the  corporate 
name,  by  him,  as  such  treasurer. 
The  by-laws  of  the  defendant  pro- 
vided that  all  notes  should  be 
signed  by  the  treasurer  a-nd  coun- 
tersigned by  the  president;  but  of 
this  plaintiff  was  ignorant.  Tfhe 
treasurer  had  never  been  author- 
ized to  borrow  money  for  the  de- 
fendant, nor  to  sign  any  notes  in 
its  behalf,  nor  had  the  defendant 
ever  represented  tiiat  he  had  such 
authority.  Plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover on  the  note  although  it  ap- 
pears that  money  borrowed  from 
plaintiff  by  the  treasurer  of  a  cor- 
poration on  a  note  given  by  him 
without  authority  was  used  to  pay 
the  debts  of  the  corporation,  but 
that  the  treasurer,  being  a  de- 
faulter, had  borrowed  the  money 
to  cover  up  his  shortage;  nor 
could  he  recover  the  amount  thus 
borrowed  under  a  count  for 
money  had  and  received.  Craft  v. 
South  Boston  R.  Co.  (Mass.  1890), 
22  N.  B.  Rep.  920. 
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ment  against  it,  from  the  fact  that  he  is  in  the  habit  of  borrowing 
money  for  the  use  of  the  corporation."^ 

§  807.  Liability  of  the  treasurer,  and  of  the  corporation,  for 
his  fraudulent  acts. — The  treasurer  may  make  the  corporation 
liable  for  a  deposit  which  he  receives  and  appropriates."^  The 
treasurer  of  a  corporation  is  responsible  to  the  company  for  the 
amount  he  receives,  where  he  fraudulently  issued  stock  in  excess 
of  the  amount  authorized  to  be  issued,  and  converted  the  pro- 
ceeds from  the  sale  thereof  to  his  own  use,  the  stock,  in  the 
course  of  time,  having  become  so  intermingled  with  the  lawful 
stock  of  the  corporation  as  to  be  indistinguishable  from  it,  and 
the  corporation  being  obliged  to  accept  it  as  legal  stock."^  When 
the  treasurer  of  a  savings  bank,  who  had  been  authorized  by  a- 
vote  of  the  directors  to  discharge  and  release  mortgages,  fraudu- 
lently interpolated  in  the  record  of  the  vote,  the  word  "assign" 
between  the  words  "discharge"  and  "release,"  it  was  held,  that 
as  between  the  bank  and  one  who,  misled  by  the  record,  took  an 
assignment  of  a  mortgage,  for  value,  in  good  faith,  the  bank  must 
bear  the  loss."''  The  bond  of  the  treasurer  of  a  private  corporatiort 
is  not  forfeited  by  his  exposing  property  of  the  corporation  to  be 
attached,  or  by  his  refusal  to  assist  a  collector,  by  furnishing  bills 
and  papers,  or  by  seeking  with  others  a  dissolution  of  the  corpora- 
tion."°  The  treasurer  of  a  corporation,  purchasing  a  claim  against 
it  at  a  discount  paid  out  of  the  corporate  funds,  who  paid  to- 
himself  the  claim  in  full,  is  liable  to  the  corporation  for  the  secre:t 
profits  which  he  realized  in  the  transaction."" 

F. 

CASHIER    OF    BANK. 

§  808.  Powers  of  cashiers  of  banks. — The  implied  powers 
of  a  cashier  of  a  bank,  exceed  those  of  any  other  officer  of  the 

ei  Stokes  v.  New  Jersey  Pottery  was  held,  that  the  company  was 

Co.,  46  N.  J.  237.  liable   to   the   employee.     Carroll 

«2  As  where  an   employee   of  a  v.  People's  Ry.  Co.  (1884),  14  Mo. 

corporation    was    accustomed    to  App.  490. 

leave    part   of   his   wages    on    de-  os  Rutland  R.  Co.  v^.  Haven,  62 

posit     with     the     treasurer,     the  Vt.  39   (1890),  19  Atl.  Rep.  769. 
amount    being    endorsed    on    the  6*Holden  v.  Phelps   (1885),  141 

pay-roll,   supposing  it  was   depos-  Mass.  456. 

ited  with   the   corporation.     This  os  Literati  v.  Heald    (1885)    141 

practice    was    not   known   to    the  Mass.  326. 

other   officers,   and   the   treasurer  00  The  Telegraph  v.  Lee   (Iowa, 

appropriated    the    funds,    and    it  1904),  98  N.  W.  364. 
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corporation.  He  may  do  any  act,  or  make  any  contract  in  the 
usual  and  customary  course  of  its  ordinary  banking  business. 
He  may  certify  checks,  and  issue  other  certificates  of  indebted- 
ness;'^ He  may  pledge  stock  to  the  bank,  in  his  own  name  or 
that  of  another.^'  Though  unauthorized  to  borrow  mpney  for 
the  bank,  if  he  does  so,  and  the  bank  uses  it,  it  is  liable  for  re- 
payment.°°  If  he  has  the  power  to  borrow  money  for  the  banky 
he  may  pledge  its  securities  as  collateral.'"  He  may  indorse  bank 
papers,  except  to  himself.''^  He  can  not  indorse  the  name  of  the 
bank  upon  his  own  accommodation  paper.''^ 

6T  Citizens'    Bank   v.    Blakesley  n  Sloan    v.    Kansas    City,    etc. 

(1885),  42  Ohio  St.  645.  Bank  (1900),  158  Mo.  431. 

68  Brady  v.  Mt.  Morris  Bank,  65  7i  preston  v.  Cutter    (1888),  64 

N.  T.  App.  Div.  212  (1901).  N.  H.  461. 

89  Aldrlch  V.  Chemical  Bank,  176  ■«      72  West    St.    L.,    etc.    Bank    v. 

U.   S.   618    (1900);    Armstrong  v.  Shawnee  City  Bank  (1877),  95  U. 

Chemical    Bank    (1897),    83    Fed.  S.  557. 
556. 
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Directors  and  other  officers  and  agents.    Sections  705-745. 
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Subscription    induced   by   misrepresentations    of   a   promoter. 
Section  262. 

§  809.  Definition,  and  status  of  promoter.  His  liabilities. — ■ 
A  promoter  is  one  who  aids  in  incorporating  and  organizing  a 
corporation,  by  framing  the  prospectus,  procuring  subscriptions, 
and  making  conditional  contracts  for  purchase  of  its  prospective 
property.  The  court,  in  McMullen  v.  Ritchie,  described  the 
"promoter"  as  "  a  boomer  unrivaled,  a  man  of  great  ability, 
enormous  energy,  and  towering  ambition  for  great  enter- 
prises, ...  a  man  of  lai-ge  general  information,  robust  con- 
stitution, extraordinarily  sanguine,  desperately  pugnacious,  gen- 
erous as  a  prince,  and  possessing  no  degree  of  caution,  whatever ; 
his  ambition, — to  make  millions."^  The  word  "promoter"  has  no 
technical  legal  meaning.  It  applies  to  anyone  who  actively  assists 
in  inducing  the  organization  of  a  corporation,  and  acts,  or  as- 
sumes to  act,  in  its  behalf  by  procuring  subscription  to  its  capital 
stock,  etc.,  and  whether  or  not  he  becomes  a  member  or  stock- 
holder of  the  corporation.  Promoters  are  a  class  of  quasi  agents, 
voluntary  officials  in  advance,  who  are  neither  officers  nor  agents 


iLuxton,    J.,    in    McMullin    v.    Ritchie  (1894),  64  Fed.  253. 
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of  the  new  company,  but  who  do  'it  the  service  of  bringing  it 
into  being,  and  who  are  held  to  sustain  a  fiduciary  relation  to 
the  company,  similar  to  that  of  an  agent  to  a  principal.^  Mr. 
Cook's  definition : —  "A  promoter  is  a  person  who  brings  about 
the  incorporation  and  organization  of  a  corporation.  He  brings 
together  the  persons  who  become  interested  in  the  enterprise,  aids 
in  procuring  subscriptions,  a^id  sets  in  motion  the  machinery 
which  leads  to  tlie  formation  of  the  corporation  itself.  .  .  . 
A  person  who  procures  subscriptions,  aids  in  organizing  the 
company,  frames  the  papers,  and  manages  the  procaring  of  op- 
tions, and  the  vesting  of  title.  He  may  also  be  a  subscriber. 
It  has  recently  been  well  said  that,  the  business  prdmoter  seems 
temporarily  to  have  fallen  into  disrepute.  He  is  regarded  with 
the  same  sufferance  and  suspicion  as  was  the  financier  in  the 
fifteenth  century,  .  .  .  The  task  of  a  promoter  is  not  only 
essential  for  industrial  progress,  but  it  demands  for  its  successful 
exercise  a  high  grade  of  intelligence  and  judgment;  it  is  he  who 
seeks  out  new  opportunities  for  investment,  who  formulates  plans 
for  working , those  opportunities,  and  who  so  organizes. the  con- 
ditions and  forces  at  his  disposal,  as  to  give  market  value  .to  an 
enterprise  which  first  existed  only  as  an  idea  in  his  mind."* 
The  promoter  is  liable  as  a  partner  for  goods  furnished  to  an 
inchoate  corporation,  one  that  never  reaches  organization.*  He 
is  liable  for  preliminary  debts  and  obligations,  incurred  prior  to 
incorporation.^  One  promoter  is  liable  at  law  in  damages  to  an- 
other, for  breach  of  contract  in  promotion  of  the  corporation.* 
Wherte  one  promoter  refuses  to  divide  the  profits  with  another 
promoter,  in  accordance  with  agreement,  the  former  may  have 
an  accounting  arid  division  of  profits,  in  compliance  with  the 
contract,'  and  decree  for  its  specific  performance.'  When  promo- 
ters, who  are  also  stockholders,  agree  with  the  others  to  divide 

2  Chandler  v.  Bacon  (1887),  3fl  W.  Rep.  752,-  Whetstono  v.  Crane, 
Fed.  538.  etc.  Co.   (1895),  1  Kan.  App,  320, 

3  Cook    Corp.,    pp.    1470,    1471,  41  Pac.  211;   Hosier  v.  Parry,  60 
1697;   Woodbury,  etc.  Co.  v.  Lou-  Ohio  St.  388  (1899). 
denslager  (1896),  55  N.  J.  Eq,  78;  «  Hosier  v.  Parry  (1889),  60  Ohio 
Diokerman  v.  Northern  T.  Co.,  176  St.  388;   Brehm  v.  Sperry   (1901), 
U.  S.  181  (1900).  92  Hd.  378;  De  Lery  v.  Rogers,  71 

*Hub    Publishing   Co.   v.    Rich-  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  99  (1902). 

ardson  (1891),  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  6€5.  7  Suns  v.  Tyrer   (Va.  1897),  26 

5  Sajidusky  Coal  Co.  v.  Walker,  S.  B.  508. 

27  out.   (Can.)  677  (1896);  Fried-  sHaeklem   v.   Fales,    89    N.   W. 

man  v.  Janssen  (Ky.  1902),  66  S.  581   fMich.  1902).      - 
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the  profits  of  a  construction'  contract,  and  some  of  them  make 
secret  profits,  the  others  may  compel  a  full  accounting  and  divi- 
sion.' A  subscriber  for  stock,  is  not  liable  to  creditors,  upon 
abandonment  of  the  enterprise  before  incorporation.  "Those  who 
acted  as  agents  for  the  inchoate  corporation,  acted  without  a  prin- 
cipal behind  them,  becausfe  there  was  no  body-corporate  capable 
of  appointing  agents,  and  so  became  principals  in  the  transac- 
tions."^" The  promoters  of  an  attempted  corporation  which  was 
never  organized,  are  liable  to  the  subscriber  for  his  deposits.  The 
subscriber  can  not  recover  expenses  which  he  authorized.  It  is 
the  rule,  that  the  corporation  is  not  bound  by  contracts  made  in 
its  ibehalf  by  its  promoters,  before  it  is  organized  ;^^  but  when  fully 
organized,  the  corporation  may  adopt  ariy  lawful  contract'  made 
by  its  promoters.^^  The  corporation  is  not  liable  to  its  promoters 
for  their  service,  or  expense  incurred  in  bringing  about  the  in- 
corporation ;^°  but  a  corporation  may  legally  contract  to  pay  a 
commission,  on  all  subscriptions  which  a  promoter  may  obtain 
to  the  stock.^*  "A  corporation  is  liable  at  law,  upon  an  implied 
assumpsit,  for  services  rendered  before  it  came  in  esse,  but  which 
were  necessary  to  perfect  its  organization,  and  which,  after  such 
organization  was  perfected,  it  accepted,  and  the  benefits  of  which 
it  enjoyed."^"  A  corporation  is  not  bound  upon  its  promoter's 
contracts,  unless  it  has  ratified  them.^° 

Preliminary  expenses. — Persons  engaged  in  floating  and  or- 
ganizing a  company,  are  liable  for  such  of  the  preliminary  ex- 
penses incident  thereto,  as  they  may  have  authorized  to  be  in- 
curred.^"   It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  how  far  each  of 

»Krohn  v.  Williamson    (1894),  is  Wilson  v.  Trenton,  etc.  R.  R. 

62  Fed.  869.  (1898),  56  N.  J.  Eq.  783;    Hecla, 

10 Ward  v.  Brigham  (1879),  127  etc.  Co.  v.  O'Neill  (1892),  19  N.  Y. 

Mass.  24.  Supp.  592. 

11  Security    Co.    v.    Bennington,  i^Hix  v.  Edison,  etc.  Co.  (1896). 

etc.  Assn.  (1887),  70  Vt.  201  40  Atl.  10  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  75. 

43;   Winters  v.  Hub  Min.  Co.,  57  loLaw  v.  Conn.,  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 

Fed.  287  (1893);  First  Nat.  Bank  (1894),   45   N.   H.    370;    Farmers' 

V.  Armstrong  (1890),  42  Fed.  193;  Bank  v.  Smith   (Ky.  1899).  49  S. 

Park  V.  Modern,  etc.  Co.   (1899),  W.  810. 

181  111.  214.  18  Seacoast  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,   56 

"Stanton  v.  New  York.  etc.  R.  Atl.  337  (N.  J.  1903). 

R.   Co.    (1891),   59   Conn.   272.   21  "  Hersey  v.  TuUy,  8  Col.  App. 

Am.    St.    Rep.    110;    McArthur   v.  110,  44  Pac.  854;    Queen,  etc.  Co. 

Times,   etc.  Co.    (1892).  48  Minn.  v.  Crawford,  127  Mo.   356;   In  re 

319,   31  Am.    St.   Rep.    653;    Case  Heckman's  Estate,  172  Pa.  St.  185. 
Manuf.  Co.  v.  Soxman  (1891),  138 
U.  S.  431. 
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those  who  have  participated  in  floating  a  company,  thereby  au- 
thorized his  credit  to  be  pledged  for  expenses,  necessarily  in- 
cident thereto,  and  liow  far  credit  was  given  on  the,  faith  of  his 
•responsibility.^'  The  promoters  of  a  projected  corporation,  who 
enter  into  contract  to  incorporate,  are  personally  liable  upon  the 
contract,  in  the  absence  of  contrary  understanding,  that  the  other 
party  shall  look  to  the  corporation  when  formed.^^ 

§  8io.  Promoter's  i;i.ghts  on  contracts.— A  promoter  may 
personally  enforce  contracts  made  on  behalf  of  the  prospective 
corporation.^"  He  may  enforce  contribution  by  his  fellow  pro- 
moters for  money  expended  in  promoting  the  corporation,  in  the 
absence  of  any  contrary  agreement,  but  not  for  his  own  services, 
unless  upon  their  agreement  to  pay  him  therefor.^^ 

§8ii.  Liability  of  corporation  to  promoter  for  his  service. 
— ^The  corporation  is  not  liable  to  a  promoter  for  his  service  and 
expense  in  procuring  subscriptions  to  its  stock,  without  express 
promise  to'  pay,  made  after  its  organization,  and  such  express 
promise  is  a  sufficient  consideration,  ^^  without  any  new  con- 
sideration.^^ A  promoter  may  rely  upon  an  implied  contract 
of  the  corporation  to  compensate  him  for  his  services  rendered; 
.  where  it  repudiates  its  express  contract  with  him  for  such  serv- 
ice.''* The  corporation  is  not  liable  to  its  promoters,  for  their 
service  or  expense  incurred  in  bringing  about  the  corporation.^" 

§  812.  Liability  of  the  corporation  on  contracts  of  pro- 
moters.— ^The  prospective  corporation,  until  organized,  can 
have  no  being,  franchises,  or  faculties.  It  can  not  be  a  principal, 
and  can  therefore  have  no  agent  to  act  or  contract  for  it.  When- 
organized,  the  corporation  is  not  liable  for  any  contract  made  in 
its  name,  by  any  promoter,  before  its  organization,  unless  it  adopts 

18  Smith    V.    Parker,    148    Ind.  411;  Rockford,  etc.  Co.  v.  Sage,  65 

127;   Case  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Soxman,  111.  328,  16  Am.  Rep.  587. 

138  U.  S.  431;  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.  22  winter   v.   Hub   Min.   Co.,   57 

Talbotton,  etc.  Co..  106  Ga.  84,  31  Fed.    287;     Ritchie    v.    McMullen 

S.  B.  809.  (C.  C.  A.),  79  Fed.  522. 

"Bell  V.  Francis,  9 "Car.  P.  66;  23 Western    Screw    Mfg.    Co.    v. 

Munson  v.  Syracuse,  etc.  Co..  103  Gousley,  72  111.  531. 

N.   y.    58 ;    American,   etc.   Co.    v.  ■  24  Sullivan   v.   Detroit,   etc.    Co. 

Van  Nortwick,  52  Fed.  752;   Mar-  (Mich.  1904),  64  L.  R.  A.  673. 

tin  V.  Fewell,  79  Mo.  401.  asMcArthur  v.   Times   Printing 

.  20  Abbott  V.  Hapgood,  150  Mass.  Co.   (1892),  48  Minn.  319,  31  Am. 

248,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  193.  St.  Rep.  653;    Seymour  v.  Spring 

■  21  Baily  V.  Burgess,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  Forest  etc.  Assn.  (1895),  144  N.  Y. 

333.. 
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it  afterWafd ;"'  or  unless  the  act  of  incorporation  authorized  the 
corporators  to  bind  the  future  organization  for  services  in  its 
behalf.''^  The  directors  or  other  agents  of  the  corporation,  have 
no  power  to  adopt  any  contract  originally  made  by  promoters, 
unless  it  appears  to  be  a  reasonable  means  of  carrying  out  the 
company's  authorized  purposes.  In  that  event,  they  have  implied 
authority  to  adopt  it.  In  this  respect,  there  is  no  difference  bcT 
tween  the  adoption  of  an  agreement,  originally  made  by  the  pro-, 
moters,  and  the  making  of  an  entirely  new  contract.  "A  cor- 
poration can  not  be  charged  with  the  acts  or  contracts  of  its 
promoters,  by  virtue  of  the  technical  doctrine  of  ratification.  This 
doctrine  applies  only  to  acts  performed  on  behalf  of  an  existing 
principal.  Ratification  operates  retrospectively,  and  amounts,  in 
legal  effect,  to  an  original  grant  of  authority.  By  virtue  of  this 
doctrine,  a  principal,  by  simply  giving  his  assent,  is  made  re- 
sponsible for  an  act  or  contract,  to  which  he  was  not,  in  fact,  a 
party,  and  which  he  never  authorized.  On  the  other  hand,  the  adop- 
tion by  a  corporation,  of  an  agreement  made  with  its  promoters, 
involves  the  creation  of  a  new  agreement,  and  is  governed  by  all 
the  rules,  applicable  to  the  formation  of  a  contract,  under  the' 
common  law.'"*  Adoption  by  the  corporation,  of  such  a  contract; 
may  be  implied  by  conduct  of  the  stockholders,  or  directors,  whefl 
they  are  authorized  to  bind  the  corporation,  and  by  conduct  whicli 
shows  intention  to  be  bound  by  such  contract  ;''*  as,  by  acceptance: 
of  its  benefits.  Such  adoption,  will,  in  a  court  of  equity,  bind  the 
corporation  to  fulfill  the  contract,  made  with  express  or  implied' 
understanding  of  the  parties  that  it  would  be  adopted,  after  or- 
ganization of  the  company.'"'  While  a  corporation  is  not  bound 
by  engagements  made  on  its  behalf  by  promoters  before  its  or- 
ganization, it  may  after  its  organization,  make  such  engagements 
its  own  contracts  by  adoption,  precisely  as  it  might  make  similar 

2«  Merrick    v.    Consumers',    etc.         27  Gent    v.    Manufacturers',  etc. 

Co.   (1902),  11  111.  App.  153;  Mar-  Ins.  Co.,  107  III.  652;  Bells  Gap  R. 

tin  V.  Reming-Martln  Co.    (N.   t.  Co.  v.  Christy,  79  Pa.   St.  54,  21 

1904),  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  573;  Ttft  v.  Am.  Rep.  39.     • 
Quaker    City   Nat.    Bank    (1891),  ssMorawetz  Pr.  Corp.  549. 

141  a.   St.   550;    Sellers  v.   Greer,  aoMcArthur  v.  Times  Prtg.  Co., 

172  111.  549,  40  L.  R.  A.  589 ;  Park  48  Minn.  319,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  €. 
v.  Modern  Woodman,  etc.,  181  111.  so  Seymour  v.  Spring,  etc.  Assn., 

214;  Abbott  v.  Hapgood,  150  Mass.  144  N.  Y.  333;  Wheatherford,  etc. 

248,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  193,  5  L,.  R.  Co.  v.  Granger,  86  Tex., 350,  40  Am. 

A.  586.  St.  Rep.  837. 
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original  contracts.  Such  adoption  is,,  in  legal  effeat,.  the  making 
of  a  contract  of  fhe  date  of  the  adoption,  and  not  as  of  some 
former  date ;  it  is  not  ratification,  because  the  corporation  was  not 
in  existence  when  the  promoter  made  the  contract,  and  therefore 
the  making  of  the  contract  by  such  adoptiooj  is.  not  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.^"" 

§813.  Fiduciary  relation.^-The  promoter's  relation.'  tothe 
corporators,  and  subscribers  to  stock,  are  those  of  trust  and  con- 
fidence, insomuch  that  he  may  not  violate  the  trust,  to  make  secret 
profits  out  of  dedings  on  their  behalf,,  or  that  of  the;  oorporation, 
without  liability  to, them  in  equity,  to  account,  or  to  answer  in 
damages.*^  A  promoter  of  a  corporation  must  not  make  sale 
of  property  to  it  at  secret  profit  to  himself,  where  he  actSj.  or 
assumes  to  act,  on  behalf  of  the  corporators,  or  prospective  cor- 
poration, .or  where  any  other  fiduciary  relation  exists  between 
them.^'  But  the  rule  does  not  apply  when,  after  incorporation 
one  who  has  acted  as  promoter,  deals  with  it  through  its  authorized 
officers  or  agents,  and  sells  to  it  property  owned  by  him,  but  not 
purchased  when'  acting  as  promoter.  After  incorporation  there 
is  no  longer  any  fiduciary  relation  between  themj  and  the  promoter 
is  then  as  free  as  any  other  person  to  deal  with  the  company.^' 
"There  are  two  principles  applicable  to  all  partnerships  or  asso^ 
ciations,  for  a  common  purpose  of  trade  or  business,  which  ap- 
pear to  be  well  settled  on  reason  and  authority.  The  first  is, 
that  any  man  or  number  of  men,  who  are  the  owners  of  any  kind 
of  property,  real  or  personal,  may  form  a  partnership  or  asso- 
ciation with  others,,  and  sell  that  property  to  the  association  at 
any  price  which  may  be  agreed  upon  between  them,  no  matter 
what  it  may  have  originally  cost,  provided  there  is  no  fraudulent 
misrepresentation  made  by  the  vendors  to  their  associates.  They 
are  not  bound  to  disclose  the  profit  they  may  realize  by  the  tran- 
saction.    They  were  in  no  sense  agents  or  trustees  in  the  original 

31  McArthur  v.  Times  Printing  v.  Vulcan,  etc.  Co.,  61  Pa.  St.  202, 
Co.,  (1892)  48  Minn.  319,  31  Am.  100  Am.  Dec.  628;  Burbank  v. 
St.  Rep.  653.  Dennis,   101   Cal.    90;    Milwaulcee, 

32  Vide,  25  L.  R.  A.  9j0,  Fiduciary  etc.  Co.  v.  Dexter,  99  Wis.  214. 
Relations    of    Promoters;    Bosher  ss  Bxter  v.  Sawyer,  146  Mb;  202; 
V.     Richmond,'    etc.    Co.,    89    Va.  Sosher  v.  Richmond,  etc.  Co.,   89 
455,   37  Am.   St.   Rep.   879;    South  Va.    455,    37    Am.    St.    Rep.    879-; 
Joplin  Land  Co.  v.  Case,  104  Mo.  Rice's  Appeal,  79  Pa.  St.  168. 
572;  Adelbert  Hamilton  in  16  Am.  34  Simons    v.    Vulcan,    etc.    Co., 
L.  Rev.  671;  Woodbury  v.  Louden-  61  Pa.  St.  202,  lOO- Am.  Dec.  629. 
schlager  55  N.  J.  Bq.  78;   Simons 
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purchase,  and  it  follows  that  there  is  no  confidential  relation  be- 
tween them,  which  affects  them  with  any  trust.  It  is  like  any 
other  case  of  vendor  and  vendee.  They  deal  at  arm's  length. 
Their  partners  are  in  no  better  position  than  strangers.  They 
must  exercise  their  own  judgment  as  to  the  value  of  what  they 
buy.  .  .  .  The  second  principle  is,  that  where  persons  form 
such  an  association,  or  begin  or  start  the  project  of  one,  from 
that  time  they  do  stand  in  a  confidential  relation  to  each  other, 
and  to  all  others  who  may  subsequently  become  members  or  sub- 
scribers, and  it  is  not  competent  for  any  pf  them  to  purchase 
property  for  the  purposes  of  such  a  company,  and  then  sell  it 
at  an  advance  without  a  full  disclosure  of  the  facts.  They  must 
account  to  the  company  for  the  profit,  because  it  legitimately  is 
theirs.""" 

§  814.  Dealing  with  the  corporation.  Secret  profits. — Pro- 
moters of  a  corporation  occupy  a  fiduciary  relation  towards  the 
new  company,  such  that  they  have  no  right  to  derive  any  ad- 
vantage over  other  members  without  a  full  and  fair  disclosure  of 
their  transactions.'*  They  are  accountable  to  the  company  for 
any  profit  so  derived.'^     If  the  vendors  of  property,  purchased 

35  Judge  Sharswood  in  Dens-  Sewage  Co.  v.  Harmont,  5  Ch.  Div. 
more  Oil  Co.  v.  Densmore,  64  Pa.  394;  Hlckens  v.  Congreve,  1  Russ. 
St.  43.  &  M.   150;    Beck  v.   Kantorowicz, 

36  Densmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Dens-  3  Kay  &  J.  230;  2  Lindley  on  Part- 
more,  64  Pa.  St.  43;  Central  Land  nership,  580;  New  Sombrero  Phos- 
Co.  V.  Obencliain,  92  Va.  130;  St.  phate  Co.  T.  Erlanger,  5  Ch.  Div. 
Louis,  etc.  Co.  v.  Tierman,  37  73;  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  v. 
Kan.  606;  Chandler  v.  Bacon  Grant,  11  Ch.  Div.  918.  The  case 
(1887),  30  Fed.  Rep.  539.  of  Chandler  v.  Bacon    (1887),   30 

37  Warden  v.  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.,  Fed.  Rep.  538,  more  at  large  was 
4  Dill.  330,  103  U.  S.  651;  Hoff-  this:  Two  persons,  B.  and  C,  as 
man  v.  Reichert  147  111.  274  37  promoters  of  a  projected  corpora- 
Am.  St.  Rep.  219;  Bird,  etc.  Co.  v.  tion,  negotiated  an  agreement  he- 
Humes,  157  Pa.  St.  278,  37  Am.  tween  the  owners  of  certain  pat- 
St.  Rep.  727;  Rutland,  etc.  Co.  v.  ents,  and  the  corporation  to  he 
Bates,  68  Vt.  579,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  formed,  by  which  B.  and  C.  were 
904;  Densmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Dens-  to  receive  3,  750  shares  of  the  cap- 
more  (1870),  64  Pa.  St.  43;  Mc-  ital  stock  of  the  new  company, 
Blhenny's  Appeal  (1869),  61  Pa.  less  625  shares  which  they  were 
St.  188;  Simons  v.  Vulcan  Oil,  etc.  to  assign  to  P.,  B.  and  C.  offered 
Co.,  61  Pa.  St.  202;  Emery  v.  Par-  the  public  an  option  to  take  the 
rott  (1871),  107  Mass.  95;  Getty  stock  in  the  new  company,  dis- 
V.  Devlin  (1873),  54  N.  Y.  413;  closing  the  purchase  of  the  pat- 
Bagnall  v.  Carlton,  6  Ch.  Div.  371;  ents,  and  that  a  portion  of  the 
Whaley,  etc.  Co.  v.  Greeni  5  Q.  B.  stock  was  to  be  Issued  to  the  for- 
Div.  109;  Short  v.  Stevenson  mer  owners  In  part  payment,  but 
(1869),  63  Pa.  St.  95;    Phosphate  not     informing     purchasers     that 
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by  a  corporation,  make  any  payment  to  a  promoter  thereof  by 
way  of  commission  or  gift,  he  is  liable  to  his  company  for  the 
amount  thus  paid,  less  the  amount  of  his  disbursements  in  its 
behalf  expended,  though  the  sale  was  a  fair  one.''  Recovery  for 
a  gift  or  commission  may  be  had;  even  from  the  vendors  of  the 
property,  if  the  agreement  therefor  is  found  out  before  it  has 
been  paid.^^  A  promoter  who  has  given  away  part  of  his  secret 
profits,  is,  it  would  seem,  not  thereby  relieved  of  liability  to  ac- 
count to  the  corporation  for  the  whole  amount.*"  The  promoter 
must  infonn  his  company  of  any  profit  acquired  by  him  from 
a  transaction,  and  deal  with  it,  it  is  said,  "at  arm's  length;"*' 
and  this  from  the  time  he  begins  or  starts  the  project  of  the 
new  company.*^  So,  where  the  promoter  of  a  corporation  had 
detached  overdue  coupons  from  bonds  of  the  corporation  before 
disposing  of  the  bonds,  and  delivered  them  to  material-men  in 
part  payment  of  their  demands, — it  was  held  that,  as  it  would 
be  inequitable  to  permit  the  promoter  to  use  these  coupons  as 
a  basis  of  a  preference  over  purchasers  of  the  bonds  from  which 
they  had  been  cut,  the  material-men,  who  had  taken  them  after 
maturity,  had  no  greater  rights.*'     To  impose  upon  a  person  the 


they  were  to  have  stock  on  any 
different  terms  or  conditions.  It 
■was  further  agreed  that  B.  should 
be  president  and  C.  treasurer  of 
the  corporation,  and  they  were  so 
elected,  and  placed  a  large  amount 
of  stock  at  seven  dollars  a  share, 
obtaining  their  own  stock  for 
nothing.  In  this  case,  the  corpo- 
ration was  held  to  have  a  right 
to  elect  (1)  whether  the  shares 
should  be  transferred  back  to  it; 
or,  (2)  if  the  shares  had  been 
sold,  that  the  entire  profits  made 
by  the  sale  should  be  turned  over; 
or  (3)  that  it  should  be  paid  the 
sum  lost  by  reason  of  being  de- 
prived of  the  right  to  place  the 
shares  with  other  persons  at  seven 
dollars  per  share. 

38  Emma  Silver  M.  Co.  v.  Grant, 
11  Ch.  Div.  918;  Beach  on  Rail- 
ways, §  3. 

39  Whaley,  Bridge,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Green,  5  Q.  B.  Div.  109;  Bagnall 
V.  Carlton,  6  Ch.  Div.  371;  In  re 
Murrah  Co.,  24  W.  R.  49. 


40  Getty  V.  Devlin  (1873),  54  N. 
Y.  413. 

41  Emma  Silver  M.  Co.  v.  Grant, 
11  Ch.  Div.  918. 

42  Densmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Dens- 
more  (1870),  64  Pa.  St.  50. 

43  Wood  V.  Guarantee  Trust  & 
Safe  Deposit  Co.  (1889),  128  U.  S. 
416.  In  this  case,  in  proceedings 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  securing 
coupon  bonds  of  a  corporation, 
material-men  filed  their  petition, 
alleging  that  the  promoter  of  the 
corporation  had  become  indebted 
to  them  for  the  construction  of 
the  works,  which  he  turned  over 
to  the  company;  that  in  payment 
thereof  he  transferred  to  them 
coupons  of  the  company  at  par 
value;  that  the  coupons  fell  due 
before  the  completion  of  the  work, 
but  that  the  promoter  advanced 
the  amounts  to  the  holders,  and 
took  a  transfer  of  the  coupons; 
that  the  money  thus  used  ought 
to  have  been  applied  to  the  in- 
ter venors'       indebtedness;        and 
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liability  of  promoter,  however,  it  is  necessary  that  it  be  affirm- 
atively shown  that  he  was  acting  in  behalf  of  the  projected  cor- 
poration or  that  he  so  assumed  to  act.^*  Promoters,  for  their  own 
profit,  conspired  to  promote  the  organization  of  a  corporation, 
for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  developing  a  mine,  but  for  the  real 
purpose  of  cheating  those  whom  they  induced  to  purchase  the 
stock.  They  falsely  represented  that  the  mine  cost  a  large  sum 
of  money,  whereas  the  promoters  received  the  most  of  it,  and  the 
mine  owners  only  a  small  portion.  In  this  case  the  promoters 
were  compelled  to  pay  over  the  profits  to  the  corporation.  The 
court  held  that  the  promoters,  as  agents  and  trustees  of  the  cor- 
poration, having  sold  their  mining  option  to  the  corporation  and 
received  from  it  a  large  sum  of  money,  three  times  what  they 
were  entitled  to  receive, — they  in  law  and  equity  held  the  money 
in  trust  for  the  corporation  from  which  they  received  it.''^ 

§  815.  Sales  of  land  to  the  corporation. — A  person  owning 
property,  may  afterwards  become  the  promoter  of  a  corporation, 
and  sell  the  property  to  it  without  reference  to  its  original  cost, — 
because  he  was  not  a  promoter  when  he  acquired  it.*° 


claimed  priority,  etc.  But  it  was 
held  that  since  It  was  shown  that 
the  promoter  was  essentially  the 
company,  and  that  he  had  in- 
structed his  agents  to  call  in  the 
coupons  as  if  for  payment,  and 
that  many  of  them  were  canceled 
by  him,  a  finding  that  tli£  coupons 
had  been  paid  before  tney  were 
turned  over  to  Interveners  would 
not  be  disturbed.  Wood  v.  Guar- 
antee Trust  &  Safe  Deposit  Co. 
(1889),  128  U.  S.  416. 

41  St.  Louis,  P.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
T.  Tiernan  (1887),  37  Kan.  606. 
In  this  case  it  was  held  that 
merely  signing  the  charter  of  the 
projected  railway  some  time  be- 
fore it  was  filed  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  does  not  place  a  per- 
son in  a  fiduciary  position  with 
respect  to  the  corporation.  And 
after  describing  the  English 
methods  of  getting  up  companies, 
out  of  which  the  word  "promoter" 
grew,  the  court  continued:  "That 
has  no  resemblance  to  our  meth- 
ods   of    organizing    corporations. 


It  is  true  that  the  word  has  been 
found  to  have  its  uses  in  our  ju- 
risprudence, but  in  a  much  more 
restricted  sense  than  that  used  in 
the   English   reports." 

45  Pittsburg  Mining  Co.  v. 
Spooner,  74  Wis.  307,  17  Am.  St. 
Rep.  149. 

46  Densmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Dens- 
more  (1870),  64  Pa.  St.  49;  Tay- 
lor on  Corporations,  §  83.  But 
Mr.  Taylor  thinks  that,  even  in 
such  case,  he  may  not  sell  at  un- 
fair or  jexorbitant  price,  if  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  he  occupies, 
towards  the  corporation,  as  pro- 
moter or  otherwise,  a  position  of 
trust  or  confidence.  And  he  cites 
McBlhenny'B  Appeal  (1869),  61 
Pa.  St.  188,  a  case  in  which  a  per- 
son hot  acting  as  a  promoter  sold 
property  to  persons  who  were  or- 
ganizing a  company,  and  after- 
wards united  with  them,  and  they 
together  as  promoters,  consum-' 
mated  a  sale  of  the  property  to  the 
company  at  a  large  advance,  it 
was  held  that  the  original  owner 
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The  rule. — One  who  has  acted  as  a  promoter  of  the  corpora- 
tion before  its  organization,  may  afterward  deal  with  it  regularly, 
and  sell  to  it  his  property,  which  he  purchased  before  acting  as 
promoter.  The  relation  then  was  not  fiduciary,  and  he  might 
have  purchased,  intending  afterward  to  sell  to  the  company  as 
sole  promoter,  at  whatever  profit,  and  yet  be  as  free  as  any  other 
person  to  sell  to  the  corporation.*'^  So,  a  promoter  may  effect 
a  valid  sale  of  his  own  property  to  the  corporation,  provided 
the  latter  be  fully  cognizant  of  his  interest  therein.  But,  if  the 
corporation  have  no  knowledge  thereof,  it  may  repudiate  the 
contract,  and,  tipon  relinquishment  of  the  property,  recover  the 
purchase-money.*'  Where  the  promoter  has  first  purchased  the 
prbperty  with  that  intention,  and  afterwards  sells  it  to  the  company 
at  an  advance  upon  the  original  purchase  price,  he  may  be  com- 
pelled to  make  restitution  to  the  corporation  of  the  profit  so  ac- 
quired by  him.*'  If  the  payment  for  property,  taken  of  promo- 
ters, is  made  in  the  stock  of  the  company,  having  no  marketable 
value,  the  par  value  of  the  stock  may  be  very  disproportionate  to 
the  cost  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  given.^"    The  rule  as  to 


of  the  property,  or  his  estate,  he 
heing  dead,  was  entitled  to  retain 
the  profit  derived  from  the  first 
sale,  but  must  pay  back  his  pro- 
portion of  profit  derived  from  the 
second. 

*f  Simons  v.  Vulcan,  etc.  Co.,  61 
Pa.  St.  202,  100  Am.  Dec.  628; 
Densmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Densmore,  64 
Pa.  St.  43. 

48  Phosphate  Sewage  Co.  v. 
Hartmont,  5  Ch.  Dlv.  394;  Lind- 
say Petroleum  Co.  v.  Hurd,  L.  R. 
€  C.  P.  221.  In  the  case  of  New 
Sombrero  Co.  v.  Brlanger,  5  Ch. 
Div.  73,  103,  3  App.  Cas.  1218,  the 
vendors  of  the  property  suppressed 
the  fact  of  their  ownership,  to- 
gether with  the  further  fact  that 
they  had  purchased  at  half  the 
sum  charged  the  company. 

40  Simons  v.  V.ulcan  Oil,  etc.  Co., 
61  Pa.  St.  202,  100  Am.  Dec.  628; 
McBlhenny's  Appeal,  61  Pa.  St. 
188;  In  re  Hereford,  etc.  Co.,  2 
Ch.  Div.  182;  Hichens  v.  Congreve, 
4  Russ.  562;  Bank  of  London  v. 
Tyrrell,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  924.    And  in 


Densmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Densmore 
(1870),  64  Pa.  St.  50,  the  court 
said  "that  where  persons  form 
such  an  association  or  begin  or 
start  the  project  of  one,  from  that 
time  they  stand  in  a  confidential 
relation  to  each  other,  and  to  all 
others  who  may  subsequently  be- 
come members  or  subscribers,  and 
it  is  not  competent  for  any  of  them 
to  purchase  property  for  the  pur- 
poses of  such  a  company,  and  then 
sell  it  at  an  advance  without  a  full 
disclosure  of  the  facts.  They 
must  account  to  the  company  for 
the  profit,  because  it  legitimately 
is  theirs." 

BO  Stewart  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1890),  41  Fed.  Rep.  736.  In 
this  case,  ,T.  and  A.,  having,  for  a 
small  sum,  purchased  a  road-bed, 
the  construction  of  which  cost 
only  $2,000,  caused  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  be  organized,  and,  with 
others,  became  directors  thereof, 
and  while  in  this  relation  con- 
tracted with  the  directors  to  sell 
the  road-bed  to  the  company  for 
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promoter's  sales  of  land  to  the  corporation  is  that,  where  the 
promoter  became  the  owner  of  the  land  before  he  began  pro- 
moting the  company,  he  may  sell  to  the  corporation  at  whatever 
advance,  without  disclosing  the  profit.^^  But,  if  the  promoter 
acquires  only  an  option  on  the  property,  and  thereupon  promotes 
the  formation  of  a  corporation,  and  transfers  the  property  to  it 
at  a  profit  to  himself,  he  must  account  to  the  subscribers  for  the 
amount  of  the  profit.^^ 

§  8i6.  Liability  for  fraudulent  prospectus. — The  promoter 
of  a  corporation  usually  formulates  a  prospectus,  for  use  in 
"floating"  the  enterprise,  by  presenting  its  prospect  of  profits  as 
inducement  to  subscribers  to  take  stock.  Any  one  who  is  in- 
duced by  the  promoter,  by  fraudulent  misrepresentations  in  the 
prospectus,  or  otherwise,  to  subscribe  to  such  stock,  may  recover 
from  him  the  damages  resulting.  In  England,  the  original  sub- 
scriber, allottee  of  shares,  is  alone  entitled  to  maintain  the  ac- 
tion; upon  the  theory  that  no  subsequent  purchaser  is  so  con- 
nected with  the -prospectus,  as,  in  case  of  loss,  to  entitle  him 
to  indemnity  as  against  him  who  had  issued  it.°^  But  in  the 
United  States,  a  promoter  or  officer  of  the  corporation,  who 
knowingly  issues  a  false  prospectus,  misstating  material  facts, 
tending  to  deceive  and  mislead  any  investor  in  corporate  stock,, 
may  be  by  him  held  responsible,  when  he  is  injured  by  his  in- 
vestment, so  fraudulently  induced.^*  Of  the  English  doctrine,. 
Judge  Seymour  D.  Thompson,  in  his  work  on  Corporations,  after 
criticising  the  rule  in  Peek  v.  Gurney,^"  adds,  "It  is  a  subject  of 
congratulation  that  a  doctrine,  so  plainly  destitute  of  any  founda- 

$200,000     cash     or     bonds,     and  etc.  Co.  (1900),  106  "Wis.  481;  Mil- 

$3,600,000    of    the    capital    stock,  waukee,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dexter  (1898),. 

The  sale  was  formally  ratified  at  99  Wis.  214,  40  L.  R.  A.  837. 

a  meeting  of  the  directors,  and  en-  b2  Franey  v.  Wauwatosa,  etc.  Co. 

tared  on  the  records  of  the  com-  (1898),  99  "Wis.  40;   South  Joplin, 

pany;    and   afterwards  the  stock-  etc.   Co.  v.  Case    (1891),   104  Mo. 

holders  unanimously  approved  the  572;   "West  End,  etc.  Co.  v.   Nash 

purchase.    At  the  time  of  the  sale  ("W.  Va.  1902),  41  S.  E.  182. 

there   were   no   stockholders,   and  ss  peek  v.  Gurney  (1873),  L.  R. 

the  stock  thus  issued  was  all  that  6  H.  L..  377. 

had   been   subscribed.     The   com-  54  Yi^e  Supra,  §  263,  Miseepee- 

pany  had  no  property  except  its  sentations  in  a  Pkospectits,  and 

charter  and  the  road-bed,  and  the  supra,  §   262,  Misbbpbbsentations 

notes  and  stock  issued  to  T.  and  Inducing    Subscription;     Morgan 

A.  had  no  marketable  value.  Even  v.  Skidds,  62  N.  Y.  319;  "Watson  v. 

this   transaction  was  not  deemed  Cramsall,  7  Mo.  App.  233. 

fraudulent.  65  peek  v.  Gurney  (1873),  L.  R. 

51  Spaulding    v.    N.    Milwaukee,  6  H.  L.  377. 
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tion  in  reason,  and  so  opposed  to  common  opinion  of  justice  and 
business  morality,  has  not  obtained  a  foothold  in  this  country. 
We  follow  the  doctrine  of  the  overruled  decisions  in  England, 
and  hold  that  it  is  not  necessary,  in, order. to  support  an  action, 
that  the  false  representations  were  made  directly  to  the  plaintiffs. 
It  will  be  sufficient  if  they  were  contained  in  circulars,  prospectuses, 
or  other  advertisements,  with  a  view  to  influence  the  public  at 
large,  or  any  member  of  the  public  who  might  be  influenced  to 
purchase  shares ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  saw  them,  and  on  the  face 
of  the  statements  contained  in  them,  became  a  purchaser  of 
shares.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  representations  should  have 
been  communicated  directly  to  the  persons  thereby  induced  to 
purchase  the  shares.  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  they  should  have 
been  concocted  with  a  view  of  deceiving  those  particular  persons; 
it  is  sufficient  that  they  were  concocted  with  a  view  of  deceiving 
any  person  whom  the  deception  might  catch  and  impose  upon."'" 
§  817.  Partnership  liability  of  promoters  for  acts  prior  to 
incorporation. — The  promoter  is  not  personally  liable  when  it 
is  not  understood  that  the  other  party,  shall  look  only  to  the 
corporation  when  it  is  organized.'^  Persons  engaged  in  organiz- 
ing a  company,  become  personally  liable  upon  transactions  entered 
into  by  them  on  its  behalf,  unless  their  contracts  be  expressly 
conditioned  upon  the  successful  formation  and  incorporation  of 
the  company  and  its  ratification  of  their  acts.^^  This  liability 
rests  upon  the  law  of  agency,  their  position  being  that  of  agents 
of  an  undisclosed  principal."'  Accordingly,  persons  dealing  with 
them,  may,  upon  the  incorporation  of  the  company  and  its  ratifica- 
tion of  the  contracts  made  in  its  behalf,  elect  to  have  their  remedy 
either  against  the  individuals  with  whom  the  contract  was  made, 
or  against  the  company,°° — unless,  of  course,  plaintiffs  had  agreed 

56  Thompson  on  Corporations,  pany  was  projected  for  carrying 
§  1472.  on    a    hotel,    and    the    promoters 

57  Queen  City,  etc.  Co.  v.  Craw-  thereof  signing  "on  behalf  of" 
ford,  127  Mo.  356;  In  re  Heck-  the  company,  contracted  with  the 
man's  Estate,  172  Pa.  St.  185.  plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  cer- 

58  Landman  v.  Entwistle,  7  Ex.  tain  goods.  The  goods  were  de- 
632;  Rennie  v.  Clarke,  5  Ex.  292;  livered  to  the  representatives  of 
Higgins  V.  Hopkins,  3  Ex.  163.  the  proposed  company,  and  were 

B9  Hurt  V.  Salisbury,  55  Mo.  310;  consumed    in    its    business.      The 

Hopcroft  V.  Parker,  16  L.  Times,  company     became      incorporated, 

N.  S.  561.  and    ratified   the    agreement,    but 

60  Scott  V.  Ebury,  36  L.  J.  C.  P.  collapsed     before     the     purchase- 

lOT..     In  Kelner  v.  Baxter,  L.  R.  2  money  was  paid.     It  was  decided 

C.  P.  174,  it  appeared  that  a  com-  that  the  promoters  were  person- 
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to  look  to  the  company  alone,  and  the  latter  has  assumed  the 
liability.'^  Under  such  an  agreement,  the  plaintiff  may  be  left 
without  redress  by  the  insolvency  of  the  company."^  In  the 
absence  of  such  an  agreement,  even  a  chart-er  provision  that  the 
company  .alone  Shall  be  liable,  is  insufficient  to  deprive  the  creditor 
of  his  remedy  against  the  persons  contracting  the  liability."'  But 
a  promoter  may  show,  that  by  the  terms  under  which  he  and  the 
other  members  of  a  provisional  committee  consented  to  enter 
upon  the  work  of  organization,  they  were  to  incur  no  personal  ' 
liability,  and  to  have  no  power  to  bind  each  other."* 

§  8i8.  Enforcement  by  the  corporation  of  promoters'  con- 
tracts. "Flotation"  of  enterprises  by  promoters.  A  "going 
concern." — Upon  its  ratification  of  the  promoters'  contracts, 
depends  the  company's  right  to  enforce  them.""  When,  however, 
the  corporation  has  ratified  the  contract  and  performed  the  obli- 
gations undertaken  by  the  promoters,  it  may  compel  the  other 
contracting  party  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement."' 
"Flotation"  of  property,  in  England  means  the  profitable  sale  of 
the  enterprise,  organiized  by  its  promoters, — to  a  "going  concern," 
by  which  is  meant  any  substantial  corporation  doing  business."' 

ally  liable  for  the  price  of  the  550;  Penn  Match  Co.  v.  Hapgood 
goods,  that  without  the  consent  (1886),  141  Mass.  145.  Allen,  J., 
of  the  plaintiff  no  subsequent  rati-  said  in  this  case:  "The  power  of  a 
fication  by  the  company  could  re-  corporation  to  make  contracts  can 
lieve  them  of  this  liability,  and  be  exercised  in  accepting  and 
that  parol  evidence  was  not  ad-  adopting  proposed  contracts  made, 
missible  to  prove  that  pergonal  in  its  name  and  behalf  before  its 
liability  was  not  intended.  incorporation.  Such  a  contract 
61  Whitwell  V.  Warner,  20  Vt.  must  derive  its  validity  from  the 
425.  '  meeting  of  minds  when  both  par- 
es Landman,  v.  Entwistle,  7  Ex.  ties  are  in  existence;  until  then, 
•632.  It  can  be  nothing  more  than  an 

63  Witmer  v.  Schlatter,  2  Rawle,  offer  by  one  party." 
359.  66  Bedford  &  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Stan- 

64Rennie  v.  Clarke,  5  Ex.  292.  ley  (1862),  2  J.  &  H.  746.     See  3 

65  Seadden,  etc.  Co.  v.  Scadden,  Ry.  &  Corp.  Law  J.  482. 
121   Cal.   33;    Abbott  v.  Hapgood,  e?  Torva  v.  Kelly   (1900),  A.  C. 

150   Mass.    248,    15   Am.    St.   Rep.  612. 
193;   Burrows  v.  Smith,  10  N.  Y. 
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859.    Power  to  buy  and  hold  its  own  stock. 
K. 

POWEE  WITH  EESPECT  TO  CONTEACTS. 


Power  to  contract. 

Mode  of  executing  con- 
tracts, deeds,  etc. 

Mode  of  signing  and  seal- 
ing corporate  contracts, 
etc.,  under  seal. 

Acknowledgment  of  deed 
by  corporation. 

Validity  of  contracts  ex- 
ecuted in  name   of  offi- 


cer, instead  of  corpora- 
tion. 

865.  Who  may  question  corpo- 

rate  power  to  contract. 

866.  Contracts     prohibited     by 

law,  or  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy. 

867.  Contracts   by   quasi-puDllc 

corporations. 


L. 

POWEE  TO  ENTEE  INTO  PARTNERSHIP. 


868.  Whether  the  corporation 
may  enter  into  partner- 
ship. 


869.  Arrangement  upheld 
though  the  partnership 
is  not. 
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M. 

MISCELLANEOUS   POWEES. 


870.  Power    of    corporation    to 

dedicate   to   public   use. 

871.  Who  are  chargeable  with 

notice  of  corporate  pow- 
ers. 


872.  Notice  of  powers  of  corpo- 
rate officers. 

872a.  Corporation  cannot  be  ex- 
ecutor, though  it  may  be 
trustee. 


References: 

Power  of  perpetual  succession.    Sections  5,  79. 

Powers  of  quasi-public  corporations.    Sections  1037-1065,  847. 

Powers  of  railroads  to  lease  the  corporate  property.     Sections 

1044-1051. 
Power  to  consolidate.     Sections  1262-1291. 
Power  to  assign,  for  benefit  of  creditors.    Sections  1205-1217. 
Power  to  increase  or  reduce  the  capital  stock.    Sections  188-200. 
Power  to  issue  new  stock.    Section  467e. 
Power  to  issue  preferred  stock.    Sections  467/-487. 
Power  to  declare  dividends.    Section  434. 

Power  to  confess  judgment,  or  compromise  suit.     Section  872o. 
Power  of  eminent  domain.    Sections  873-876. 
Ultra  vires  acts  and  contracts.    Sections  '887-921, 

§  819.  Corporate  powers  generally. — A  corporation  exists 
only  as  a  creature  of  the  State,  and  therefore,  has'  no  powers  ex- 
cept such  as  are  expressly  or  impliedly  conferred  upon  it,  dele- 
gated to  it  by  its  special  charter,  or  by  the  general  incorporation 
laws.  It  can  not  derive  any  power  from  its  by-laws.  They  are 
merely  its  own  regulations.  The  analogy  between  the  powers  of 
congress  and  those  of  a  corporation  is,  that  they  are  only  such 
as  are  delegated  by  the  States ; — in  the  one  case  by  the  corporate 
charter,  and  in  the  other  by  the  federal  constitution.  In  each 
case  they  may  do  only  that  which  the  States  have  permitted  them 
to  do,  while  the  States,  themselves  the  source  of  power,  may,  b)''  \ 
their  legislature,  exercise  whatever  powers  they  have  not  sur- 
rendered, by  prohibitions  in  the  Federal  Constitution,  or  by  those 
of  the  several  States.  The  charter  powers  of  a  corporation,  are 
exercised,  in  the  first  instance,  by  the  corporators.  Then,  upon 
organizing  the  corporation,  and  accepting  subscriptions  to  stock, 
the  stockholders  succeed  to  the  corporate  powers  long  enough  to 
elect  directors,  whereupon  they  in  turn  succeed  to  the  corporate 
powers.  A  corporation  has  only  such  powers  as  are  expressly 
conferred,  or  which  are  necessarily  implied,  in  carrying  out  its 
authorized  purposes.^ 


1  Bankers'  Union,  etc.  v.  World  (Kan.  1903),  73  Pac.  79. 
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A. 

POWERS   INCIDENTAL  TO   CORPORATE   EXISTENCE. 

§  820.  Enumeration  of  incidental  powers. — Five  powers 
were  enumerated  in  the  old  books,  as  necessarily  and  inseparably 
belonging  to  a  corporation:  (i)  To  have  perpetual  succession; 
and  hence,  all  aggregate  corporations  have  the  power,  necessarily 
implied,  of  admitting  members  in  the  place  of  such  as  are  re- 
moved by  death  or  otherwise.  (2)  To  sue  and  be  sued,  implead 
and  be  impleaded,  grant  and  receive  by  its  corporate  name,  and 
do  all  other  acts  as  natural  persons  may.  (3)  To  purchase  lands 
and  hold  them  for  the  benefit  of  themselves  and  their  successors. 
{4)  To  have  a  common  seal;  and,  (5)  To  make  by-laws,  which 
are  considered  as  private  statutes  for  the  government  of  the  cor- 
porate body.^  The  General  Corporation  Act  of  New  York  of 
1890,  which  is  a  codification  of  the  statutes,  also  enumerates  five 
general  powers.'  This  act  further  provides  that  in  addition  to 
the  powers  therein  enumerated,  and  those  expressly  given  in 
the  law  under  which  it  is,  or  shall  be,  incorporated,  no  corpora- 
tion shall  possess  or  exercise  any  corporate  powers,  except  such 
as  shall  be  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  so  enumerated 
and  given.*  This  is  but  a  legislative  expression  of  a  general  prin- 
ciple of  law,  that  the  character  and  purposes  of  an  incorporated 

=  Angell  -and  Ames  on  Corpora-  with    any    existing    law,    for    the 

tlons,  §  110,  citing  Kyd  on  Corpo-  management  of  its  property,  the 

rations,  69.  regulation  of  its  affairs,  and  the 

3  Every  corporation  as  such  has  transfer  of  its  stock.  But  no  by- 
power,  though  not  specified  in  the  law  r6gula,ting  the  election  of  di- 
law  under  which  it  is  incorpo-  rectors  or  officers  shall  be  valid 
rated:  (1)  To  have  succession  for  unless  published  for  at  least  two 
the  period  specified  in  its  certifi-  weeks  in  a  newspaper  in  the 
cate  of  incorporation  or  by  law;  county  where  the  election  is  to  be 
and  perpetually  when  no  period  held,  and  at  least'  thirty  days  be- 
Is  so  specified.  (2)  To  have  a  fore  such  election.  N.  Y.  Laws  of 
common  seal  and  alter  the  same  1890,  ch.  563,  §  8. 
at  pleasure.  (3)  To  acquire  by  *N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  563, 
grant,  gift,  devise  or  bequest,  and  §  9.  The  former  law  in  New  York 
to  dispose  of  such  property  as  the  included  in  its  statement  powers 
purposes  of  the  corporation  shall  given  by  charter.  2  N.  Y.  Rev. 
require,  not  exceeding  the  amount  Stat.  (7th  ed.)  1530;  Curtis  v. 
limited  by  law.  (4)  To  appoint  Leavitt,  15  N.  Y.  9;  Halstead  v. 
such  subordinate  officers  and  New  York,  3  N.  Y.  439.  There 
agents  as  its  business  shall  re-  was  a  similar  statute  in  New 
quire,  and  to  allow  them  a  suita'-  Jersey.  Morris,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Sus- 
ble  compensation;  and  (5)  To  sex  R.  Co.,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  542. 
make    by-laws,    not    inconsistent 
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institution  are  to  be  gathered  from  its  charter  or  act  of  incor- 
poration alone,"  and  that  corporations  have  such  power  only  as 
the  act  creating  them  grants,  and  the  powers  incidental  to  those 
grants  f  that  a  corporation  is  not  vested  with  all  the  capacities  of 
a  natural  person,  or  of  an  ordinary  partnership,  but  with  such 
only  as  its  charter  confers ;'  that  while  natural  persons  may  do 
with  themselves  and  theirs,  whatever  is  not  for-bidden,  artificial 
persons  can  not  rightfully  do  anything  that  is  not  expressly  or 
by  necessary  implication  permitted  by  the  law  of  their  being.* 
A  corporation  has  the  incidental  power  to  make  contracts,  and 
to  dp  any  other  lawful  act  necessary  to  accomplish  the  objects 
and  purposes  of  its  creation.*  Whether  or  not  any  powers  are 
expressly  granted,  or  prohibited  to  a^  corporation,  its  mere  creation, 
nevertheless,  confers  upon  it  the  powers  which  are  incident  to 
its  corporate  existence.^"  An  incidental  power  is  one  that  is 
directly  and  immediately  appropriate  to  the  execution  of  the 
specific  powers  expressly  granted,^^  and  is  bounded  by  the  purpose 
of  the  corporate  enterprise,  and  by  the  terms  and  intention  of 
the  charter.^^    This  binds  corporations  to  the  exercise  of  their 


5  Nicholson's  Succession,  37  La. 
Ann.  348.  The  constitutions  of 
Alabama,  Louisiana,  Missouri, 
California  and  Pennsylvania  pro- 
hibit corporations  fi*om  engaging 
in  any  business  other  than  that 
expressly  authorized  by  their 
charters  or  the  law  under  which 
they  are  formed.  Stlmson's'  Am. 
Stat.  Law  (1886),  §  446. 

e  Chicago  Gas  Light  Co.-  v:  Peo^ 
pie's  Gas  Light  Co.  (1887),  12fl 
111.  530;,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  124;  Ele- 
vator CO.  V.  Memphis  &  Charleston 
R.  Co.  (1887),  85  Tenn.  703,  4  Am. 
St.  Riep.  798. 

T  Davis  V.  Old  Colony  R.  Co. 
(1881),  131  Mass.  258. 

*  Pittsburgh,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Lyon  (1889),  123  Pa.  St.  140,  10 
Am.  St.  Rep.  517. 

9  Jacksonville,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Hooper,  160  TJ.  S.  514;  Malone  v. 
Lanchester,  etc.  Co.,  182  Pa.  St. 
309;  Toledo,  etc.  Co.  v.  Rodlgues, 
47  111.  188,  95  Am.  Dec.  484. 

10  Sutton's  Hospital  Case,  10 
Coke,  23a. 


"People  V.  Chicago  Gas  Trust 
C6.  (1889),  130  111.  268,  7  Ry.  & 
Corp  L.  J.  23;  Hood  v.  New  York, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  22  Conn.  1;  Franklin 
Co.  V.  Lewiston  Sav.  Inst.,  68  Me. 
43. 

i2trtica  Ins.  Co.  v.  Scott,  19 
Johns.  1;  Ohio  v.  Washington  Li- 
brary Co.,  11  Ohio,  96;  People  v. 
Utica  Ins.  Co.,  15  Johns.  358; 
Korn  V.  Mutual  Assur.  Soc,  6 
Cranch,  182;  New  York  Ins:  Co. 
V.  Ely,  5  Conn:  560,  where  loaning 
money  was  held  not  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  business  of  insur- 
ance. Gozzler  v.  Georgetown,  6 
Wheat.  593;  Utica  Bank  v:  Smedes, 
6  Cowen,  684;  McMuUen  v.  City 
Council,  1  Ba,y,  46;  ■  Mayor  of 
Jonesboro  v.  McKee,  2  Yerg.  167; 
Webb  V.  Manchester,  4  Mylne  & 
e.  116;  Pearce  v.  New  Orlieans 
Bldg.  Co.,  9  La.  395  and  461;  Stew- 
art V.  Stebbins,  1  Stew.  (Ala.) 
299;  Stat©  v.  Mayor  of  Mobile,  5 
Port  (Ala.)  279;  Betts  v.  Mtenard, 
1  Breese,  10;  Jackson  v.  Brown,  5 
Wend.  590;  Ohio  Ins.  Cb.  v.  Mer- 
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powers  over  their  respective  members,  for  the  accomplishment 
of  limited  and  well  defined  objects.^^  But  corporations,  within 
the  scope  of  their  authority,  have  all  the  powers  of  ordinary  per- 
sons.^* And,  unless  prohibited  by  charter,  they  have  the  implied 
power  to  make  any  contract  requisite  for  the  purposes  of  their 
creation.^" 


chants'  Ins.  Co.,  11  Hum'ph.  1,  in 
which  case  the  distinction  between 
incidental  powers  exercised  as  a 
means  necessary  and  proper  for 
executing  the  purposes  granted, 
and  incidental  powers  which 
should  amount  to  an  inclusion 
of  another  object  or  business, 
which  is  of  course  prohibited,  was 
clearly  brought  out.  Sumner  v. 
Mq.rcy,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  105;  Bangor 
Boom  Co.  T.  Whiting,  29  Me.  123; 
Perrine  v.  Chesapeake  Canal,  9 
How.  172;  Blanchard  Gunstock 
Co.  V.  Warner,  1  Blatch.  258; 
Trustees  v.  Peaslee,  15  N.  H.  317; 
Chicago  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  17  111. 
123;  Curtis  v.  Leavitt,  15  N.  Y. 
9,  60.  In  this  last  case  Comstock, 
J.,  held  that  borrowing  money 
was  incidental  to  the  banking 
business,  and  also  borrowing  cap- 
ital. "An  individual  banker  may 
certainly  do  this.  So  can  a  part- 
nership which  has  no  corporate 
privileges.  And  why  then  can 
not  a  partnership  which  has  power 
to  incorporate  Itself  and  does  so 
under  the  general  law?  Corpora- 
tions, it  is  said,  can  act  only  in 
accordance  with  the  law  which 
creates  them.  But  if  the  law  au- 
thorizes them  to  do  acts  specific- 
ally, and  is  silent  as  to  the  man- 
ner and  means  of  doing  those  acts, 
where  is  the  restriction,  except 
such  as  the  nature  of  the  business 
implies?  Banking,  I  repeat,  is  a 
business  and  not  a  franchise.  The 
public  have  a  special  concern  in 
the  circulation  only,  and  that  is 
guarded  in  the  act  of  1838  by  a 
series  of  very  peculiar  and  exact 
provisions.  Beyond  that,  I  have 
no  doubt  the  legislature  intended 
to  leave  the  business  essentially 


free.  It  allowed  all  persons  to  as- 
sociate, to  become  incorporated 
by  their  own  act,  and  it  con- 
ferred the  most  ample  banking 
powers,  without  a  single  restric- 
tion in  the  use  of  those  powers." 

13  Spaulding  v.  Lowell,  23  Pick. 
71,  75. 

itDeringer's  Adm'r  v.  Ber- 
ing's Adm'r  (1878),  5  Houston, 
416,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  150.  And  in 
this  case  it  was  held  that  a  cor- 
poration may  be  trustee  both  of 
realty  and  personalty,  and  its  au- 
thority as  a  trustee  is  the  same  as 
that  of  an  individual  so  acting. 
And  so  a  corporation,  all  of  whose 
members  are  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  is  competent  to  lo- 
cate a  mining  claim.  Thomas  v. 
Chisholm    (1889),  13  Colo.  105. 

15  Deringer's  Adm'r  v.  Dering- 
er's  Adm'r  (1878),  5  Houston,  416, 
1  Am.  St.  Rep.  150.  Mr.  Wood 
states  the  matter  thus:  It  would 
be  impossible  to  specify  or  enumer- 
ate in  a  charter  all  the  acts  which 
a  corporation  may  perform;  ac- 
cordingly it  is  left  for  the  courts 
to  say  what  powers,  as  incident  to 
those  granted,  the  corporation  may 
be  deemed  to  possess;  looking  at 
the  actual  powers  and  the  pur- 
poses of  the  grant,  the  courts  up- 
hold all  acts  which  are  necessary 
to  give  effect  thereto.  Wood's  Rail- 
way Law,  467.  To  this  effect  are 
many  cases,  including  The  Central 
R.  &  B.  Co.  of  Georgia  v.  Collins, 
40  Ga.  582;  Mobile,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Pranks,  41  Miss.  494;  Baltimore  v. 
Baltimore,  etc.  R.  Co.,  21  Md.  50; 
State  V.  Baltimore,  etc.  R.  Co.,  6 
Gill  (Md.),  363;  Davis  v.  Old  Col- 
ony R.  Co.,  131  Mass.  256,  41  Am. 
Rep.  221;  Commonwealth  V.  Erie» 


§§  821,  822.]  powEES.  1231 

§  821.  The  power  of  perpetual  succession. — ;The  power  of 
perpetual  succession,  which  is  incident  to  corporate  existence,  is 
one  of  the  principal  objects  of  incorporation, — the  capacity  of  con- 
tinued existence,  notwithstanding  the  death,  or  other  cause  of 
loss  of  its  members.  This  attribute  is  essential  to  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  purposes  of  the  corporation,  in  the  perpetuity  of  its 
powers,  privileges  and  property  rights.^^  Thus,  its  engagement 
in  enterprises  is  without  danger  of  defeat  by  the  death  or  with- 
drawal of  the  projectors,  the  identity  of  the  corporation  being 
preserved  by  succession  of  its  membership.  Where  the  charter 
is-  granted  by  special  act,  without  limitation  as  to  time,  the  corpora- 
tion has  the  capacity  of  perpetual  existence,  and  may  have  thus 
been  created  to  exist  forever,  and,  though  its  existence  is  gen- 
erallj'  now  limited,  by  the  legislature,  to  a  certain  number  of 
years,  the  corporate  life  may  be  continued  indefinitely,  by  succes- 
sive re-incorporation.^^  Perpetual  succession,  as  applied  to  cor- 
porations, means  indefinite  duration  of  existence,  or  unbroken 
continuity,  rather  than  length  of  time  of  existence.^* 

B. 

EXPRESS  POWERS   EXTENDED  BY   STATUTE. 

§  822.  Statutory  powers,  and  powers  implied  from  express 
powers. — Besides  the  extension  by  way  of  incidental  powers, 
general  laws  are  now  very  comprehensive,  so  that  corporations 
can  scarcely  fail  to  find  stattitory  expressions  under  which  they 

etc.    R.    Co.,    27    Pa.    St.    339,    67  nection  with  the  general  laws  ap- 

Am.  Dec.  471;  Delaware,  etc.  Canal  plicable  to  it,  is  the  measure  of 

Co.  V.  Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.,  16  N.  J.  its  powers,  and  a  contract  mani- 

Eq.  321;  Morris  Canal,  etc.  Co.  v.  festly   beyond '  those   powers   will 

Central  R.  Co.,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  419;  not  sustain  an  action  against  the 

Morris,   etc.  R.   Co.  v.   Sussex  R.  corporation.    But  whatever,  under 

Co.,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  542,  where  cor-  the    charter    and    other    general 

porations    were    held   to    contract  laws,    reasonably   construed,    may 

within    the     existing    powers    of  fairly   be   regarded   as   incidental 

their  charters;  Hurlbut  v.  Marsh-  to  the  objects  for  which  the  cor- 

all,  62  Wis.  590;  Attorney-General  poration  is  created,   is  not  to  be 

v.  Great  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  taken  as  prohibited." 

App.  Cas.  473.     See,  also.  Railway  16  Thomas   v.   Dakin,   22   Wend. 

Co.    V.   McCarthy,    96   U.    S.    258;  (N.  Y.)  9. 

Green  Bay,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Steam-  17  Bradley  v.    Reppell,   133   Mo. 

boat  Co.,  107  U.  S.  98,  Gray,  Jus-  545,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  685. 

tice,    saying:    "The    general    doc-  is  Scanlan  v.   Crawshaw,   5  Mo. 

trine  is  now  well  settled,  the  char-  App.  357.     Vide  supra,  §§  5,  79. 
ter  of  a  corporation,  read  in  con- 
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may  accomplish  their  purposes.    Thus,  certain   laws,  like  the 
expression  "or  other  lawful  business,"  authorize  the  formation^ 
of  corporations  for  carrying  on  any  kind  of  lawful  business,  for' 
pecuniary  profit,  not  elsewhere  specially  provided  for,  although' 
not  of  the  same  kind  as  any  of  those  previously  enumerated  in^ 
the  enabling  act.^*     And  a  corporation,  formed  for  buying,  sell- 
ing, and  dealing  in  real  estate,  live-stock,  bonds,  securities,  and 
other  properties  of  all  kinds,  on  its  own  account  and  for  commis- 
sion, may  be  incorporated  under  an  act  which  provides  that  a 
corporation  may  be  created  for  the  purposes  therein  enumerated,, 
"and  for  any  other  purpose  intended  for  mutual  profit  or  benefit,, 
not  otherwise   specially  provided   for,   and   consistent  with   the 
constitution  and  laws  of  the  State."^"    So,  where  no  corporation 
can  be  organized  under  a  certain  law,  except  for  an  exclusively 
manufacturing  or  mechanical  business,  if  the  purpose  for  which 
a  corporation  is  formed,  as  stated  in  its  articles  of  association,  is- 
to  carry  on  a  manufacturing  or  mechanical  business,  and  to  pur- 
chase the  stock  and'  evidences  of  indebtedness  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration, it  will  belong  to  the  class  of  corporations  authorized  to 
be  formed  under  another  law  providing  for  the  organization  of 
companies  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  any  lawful  business,^ 
although  the  articles  recite  that  it  is  formed  under  the  former  law.^* 
But  an  act,  defining  the  rights  of  companies,  incorporated  for  the 
manufacture  of  gas,  or  the  supply  of  light  to  the  public  by  any 
other  means,  and  conferring  upon  such  companies  power  to  enter 
upon  the  public  streets  for  the  purpose  of  laying  pipes,  but  hot 
for  the  purpose  of  erecting  poles  and  placing  wires, — does  not 
embrace  electric-light  companies. ^^     Though  it  has  been  held  that 
the  charter  of  a  company,  incorporated  to  carry  on  an  iron  furnace, 
by  implication  confers  the  power  to  keep  a  "supply  store"  con- 
nected therewith;^^     And  it  is  aJso  held  that  a.  corporation,  whose 
object  is  to  mine  lime-stone,  and  to  manufacture  and'  sell  lime, 
with  power  to  buy  and  hold  real  or  personal  property,  in  such 
amounts  as  it  may  deem  necessary  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of 

19  Brown  v.    Corbin    (1889),   40         .21  State   v.   Minnesota,    etc.    Co; 
Minn.  508;   Minn.  G.   S.  1866,  ch.       (1889),  40  Minn.  213. 

34,    §   45,    as   amended   by   Laws         22  Appeal   of   Scranton  Electric 
1873,  ch.  13.  Light,  etc.  Co.  (188«),  122  Pa.  St. 

20  National   Bank  v.  Texas   In-      154. 

vestment  Co.  (1889),  74  Tex.  421;  23  Searight  v.  Payne;  6  Lea,  283. 

Tex.  Rev.  Stat.,  art.  566,  and  sub- 
div.  27. 
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its  creation,  can  not  purchase  goods,  to  be  resold,  except  to  carry 
on  a  supply  store,  or  otherwise  aid  in  its  principal  business." 

§  822a.  Power  to  take  and  hold  land. — One  of  the  five  pow- 
ers and  capacities,  which  Ryd  enumerates  as  inseparable  from 
every  corporation,  is  the  power  to  purchase  lands  and  hold  them 
for  the  benefit  of  themselves  and  their  successors.'"'  The  deed 
to  land,  though  executed  before  corporate  organization,  may  be 
accepted  by  the  corporation  afterward,  so  as  to  vest  title  in  the 
corporation.^^  In  the  meanwhile,  the  deed  may  be  held  in  escrow, 
and  delivered  to  the  corporation,  after  its  creation  f^  or,  the  con- 
vej'ance  may  be  to  a  trustee,  to  convey  upon  incorporation;^' 
then  the  title  inures  to  its  use  by  way  of  estoppel  against  the 
grantor,  to  deny  the  validity  of  the  conveyance.*"*  A  grantor  who, 
for  a  consideration  received,  has  conveyed  and  delivered  property 
to  the  representatives  of  an  association,  and  for  its  use,  when  in- 
corporated, holds  the  property  in  trust,  in  equity  may  be  com- 
pelled to  make  conveyance  to  the  company  upon  its  incorpora- 
tion.^^ When  such  an  association  has  acquired  a  de  facto  corpor- 
ate existence,  it  has  capacity  to  take  conveyance  of  land,  and 
personalty,  subject  only  to  right  of  question  by  the  State.  Such 
capacity  to  take  conveyance  is  not  affected  by  non-performance  of 
conditions  subsequent  in  the  organization  of  the  corporation.^^ 
Usually,  the  charter  expressly  grants  the  power  to  take  and  hold 
real  estate  in  the  corporate  name,  but  express  power  is  unneces- 
sary,^^ in  the  absence  of  any  constitutional  or  statutory  restric- 
tion.^* The  power  is  incidental  to  the  existence  of  a  corporation, 
as  to  that  of  a  natural  person,  to  acquire  and  hold  real  property,^" 
consistent  with  the  purposes  and  objects  of  the  corporation.'" 

24  Chewacla  Lime-Works  T.  Dis-  32  Rathbone  v.  Tioga  Nav.  Co.,  2 

mukes   (1889),  84  Ala.  344,  6  So.  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  74. 

122,  5  L.  R.  A.  100;  S3  Dewey  v.  Toledo,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 

2s  1  Kyd,  Corp.  69.  91  Mich.  S51. 

27  Rotch's  Wharf  Co.  V.  Judd,  34  Lathrop  v.  Commercial  Bank, 
108  Mass.  224.  etc.,   8   Dana    (Ky.),   114,   33  Am. 

28  Spring  Garden  Bank  v.   Hul-  Dec.  481. 

ing's  Lumber  Co.,  21  Colo.  263.  ss  page  v.  Heineberg,  40  Vt.  81, 

29  Hecla,   etc.  Co.  v.   O'Neill,  19      94  Am.  Dec.  378. 

N.  Y.  Supp.  592.  36  Old  Colony,   etc.  v.  Evans,   6 

30  White  Oak,  etc.  v.  Murray  Gray  (Mass.),  25,  66  Am.  Dec.  394; 
(1898),  145  Mo.  622;  San  Diego  v.  Richardson  v.  Massachusetts,  etc. 
Frame  (Cal.  1902),  70  Pac.  295.  Assn.,  131  Mass.  174. 

31  African  M.  E.  Church  v.  Con- 
over,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  157. 
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Fee  Simple. — It  may  take  the  fee  simple  title  and  hold  the  prop- 
erty and  transfer  it,  during  the  period  of  corporate  existence.*' 


POWER   TO   ACQUIRE    AND    HOLD    LAND    AND   OTHER    PROPERTY. 

§  823.  Enumeration  of  purposes  as  a  limitation. — If  its 
charter  expressly  enumerates  the  purposes  for  which  the' corpor- 
ation may  take  and  hold  land,  it  impliedly  is  prohibited  from 
acquiring  property  for  any  other  purpose.^^  ■Corporations  are 
impliedly  prohibited  from  acquiring  and  holding  real  estate  for 
any  purpose,  foreign  to  the  corporate  objects,  and  sometimes  the 
prohibition  is  expressed  in  constitutions  or  statutes.^**  The  pur- 
chase of  real  property  by  a  corporation,  will  be  presumed  to  be  for 
an  authorized  purpose,  until  the  contrary  is  affirmatively  shown.*" 
In  the  absence  of  express  restriction,  a  corporation  may  take  a 
lease  of  real  property  in  like  manner  as  it  may  take  it  by  purchase, 
when  necessary  to  the  corporate  purposes.*^  To  purchase  a 
permanent  building  in  which  to  transact  the  business,  or  carry  out 
the  purposes  for  which  the  corporation  was  created,  is  always 
within  its  legitimate  power  to  provide.*^  And,  where  the  charter 
of  a  corporation  only  empowers  it  to  sell  the  real  estate  necessary 
for  the  transaction  of  its  business,  when  not  required  for  the 
tises  of  the  corporation,  it  can  not  lease  such  real  estate,  nor  main- 

3f  Page  V.  Heineberg,  40  Vt.  81,  real  and  personal  estate  to  a  cer- 

94  Am.  Dec.  378;  Mallett  v.  Simp-  tain  amount;  and  provided  that  It 

son,  94  N.  C.  37,  55  Am.  Rep.  594.  might    appropriate    its    funds    to 

38  Case  V.  Kelly,  133  TJ.  S.  21;  charitable  purposes,  and  that  its 
Pacific  R.  Co.  V.  Seeley,  45  Mo.  annual  income  should  be  em- 
212,  100  Am.  Dec.  369.  ployed,     among     other     purposes, 

39  Trustee's,  etc.  v.  Manning,  72  "to  promote  inventions  and  im- 
Md.  116;  United  States  Trust  Co.,  provements  in  the  mechanic  arts, 
etc.  V.  Lee,  73  111.  142;  Blunt  v.  by  granting  premiums  for  said 
Walker,  11  "Wis.  334,  78  Am.  Dec.  inventions  and  Improvements." 
709.  Neither    the    charter    nor    subse- 

*o  Gilmer   v.    Stone,    120    U.    S.  quent   statutes   relating  to   it   di- 

586;    Brewer,   etc.   Co.   v.   Boddie,  rected   the  manner  in  which  the 

181  111.   622;    Abby  v.  Billups,  35  provisions  for  granting  these  pre- 

Miss.  618,  72  Am.  Dec.  143.  miums  should  be  carried  out,  and 

*i  Crawford  v.  Longstreet,  43  N.  it    was    held   that   It   might   pur- 

J.  L.  325;  Brewer,  etc.  Co.  v.  Bod-  chase  land  and  erect  a  permanent 

die,  181  111.  622.  building    thereon,    in    which    to 

*2  So  the  cha,rter  of  a  corpora-  hold  exhibitions  ahd  its  meetings, 

lion  authorized  it  to  purchase  and  Richardson  v.  Massachifsetts  Char- 

iold,  "in  fee  simple  or  otherwise,"  itable,  etc.  Assn.,  131  Mass.  174. 
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tain  an  action  for  rent,  under  its  lease,  such  leasing  not  being 
necessary  to  the  exercise  of  the  purposes  for  which  the  charter 
was  given.*^  A  turnpike  company  has,  as  incident  to  the  pur- 
poses of  its  incorporation,  a  right  to  take  and  hofd,  under  lease, 
premises  necessary  for  its  use.**  A  railroad  corporation,  author- 
ized to  buy  land  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  stone  and  other 
material  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  road,  has  power  to 
buy  land  for  the  purpose  of  getting  cross-ties  and  fire-wood.*'' 
Such  acts  will  be- construed  liberally,  to  allow  companies,  whose 
business  requires  large  buildings,  to  accomplish  their  objects. 
Accordingly,  where,  by  its  act  of  incorporation,  an  elevator  com.- 
pany  was  given  power  to  acquire,  free  from  condemnation,  any 
real  estate  on  the  Mississippi  river,  not  exceeding  a  certain  front- 
age in  any  one  locality,  and  also  the  power  to  erect  one  or  more 
grain  elevators  upon  the  public  wharves,  with  the  consent  and 
under  the  direction  of  the  city  authorities,  it  was  held  that,  al- 
though defendant  owned  and  occupied  five  hundred  feet  of  river 
frontage,  it  had  power  to  lease  and  occupy  a  portion  of  the  public 
wharf  contiguous  thereto.*^  A  charitable  society,  incorporated 
under  a  different  law,  and  not  subordinated  to  the  law  which 
provides  that  charitable  societies  shall  be  incapable  of  taking  be- 
quests when  the  will  is  not  executed  at  least  two  months  before 
the  death  of  the  testator,  may  take  a  legacy,  though  the  will  was 
not  executed  two  months  before  the  testator's  death.*^  A  cor- 
poration may  hold  land  by  tenancy  in  common,  as  may  a  natural 
person.**  Where  a  conveyance  is  made  to  the  trustees  of  a  cor- 
porate body,  without  naming  them,  or  any  of  them,  the  title  vests 
in  the  corporation  named  in  the  deed.*"  The  fact  that  an  alien 
owns  stock  in  a  corporation  which  has  acquired  title  to  real  estate, 
does  not  affect  the  title  of  the  corporation  to  the  real  estate.^" 

43  Metropolitan  Concert  Co.  v.  Hun,  603;  N.  Y.  Laws  1852,  ch. 
Abbey,  52  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  97.  250;  N.  Y.  Laws  1848,  ch.  319,  §  6. 

44  As  in  the  case  of  a  turnpike  and  Laws  1860,  ch.  360.  See,  fur- 
company  for  storing  implements  ther,  as  to  devises  to  corporations 
used  in  road  repairs,  and  for  and  the  statutes  of  mortmain, 
sheltering  its  servants.  Crawford  Beach  on  Wills,  §§  127,  128  and 
v.  Lsngstreet,  43  N.  J.  325.  133. 

45  Mallett  V.  Simpson,  94  N.  C.  48  Bstell  v.  University  of  the 
37.  South,  12  Lea,  476. 

46  Belcher's  Sugar  Refining  Co.  49  Keith,  etc.  Co.  v.  Binghaia 
v.    St.   Louis   Grain  Elevator   Co.  (1889),  97  Mo.  196. 

(Mo.  1890),  13  S.  W.  Rep.  822.  50  Princeton    Min.    Co.   v.    First 

47  Porter  v.   Carolin    (1888),   50      Nat.  Bank  (1888),  7  Mont.  530. 
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§  824.     Quantity  or  extent  of  land  that  may  be  held. — In  the 

absence  of  statutory  restriction,  a  corporation  may  acquire  and 
hold  any  extent  of  land  reasonably  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
authorized  purposes  for  which  the  corporation  was  created.'*'- 
But  it  has  no  implied  power  to  acquire  or  hold  real  estate  for 
any  purpose  entirely  foreign  to  the  corporate  objects  and  pur- 
poses."^ The  ownership  by  a  manufacturing  corporation,  of  a 
town  or  city  of  more  than  2,000  houses,  with  streets,  alleys, 
sewer  systems,  dwellings,  tenement  houses,  churches,  schools, 
business  buildings,  etc.,  no  one  of  which  is  occupied  by  any  other 
than  a  tenant  of  the  corporation,  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
is  in  excess  of  the  implied  powers  of  the  corporation."^ 

§  825.  Prohibited  holdings. — No  party  except  the  State  can 
object  that  a  corporation  is  holding  real  estate  in  excess  of  its 
rights."*  A  corporation  may  hold  land,  which  ultra  vires  it  has 
purchased  and  received  deed  of  conveyance  for,  and  may  sell  and 
convey  good  title  to  it,  and  may  recover  any  unpaid  price.""  Ac- 
cordingly, under  an  act  which  forbids  a  foreign  corporation  to 
"acquire  and  hold"  real  estate,  a  deed  of  conveyance  of  land  to 
such  corporation,  is  not  void.  It  passes  the  title,  and  the  corpor- 
ation may  hold  the  land  subject  to  the  commonwealth's  right  of 
escheat.""  If  any  provision  therefor  has  been  made  by  statute, 
in  the  absence  of  any  such  express  provision,  the  State  can  not 
confiscate  the  property  of  a  corporation,  on  the  ground  that  it 
had  no  authority  to  purchase  it,  though  it  may  proceed  to  forfeit 
its  charter."^  In  case  of  purchase  of  land  by  a  corporation,  be- 
5'ond  its  authorized  power,  it  may  hold  and  enjoy  the  property, 
and  convey  it,  regardless  of  the  objection  of  any  private  person. 
No  one  can  complain,  except  the  State.  Until  it  supervenes,  to 
impeach  its  power  to  hold  the  land,  the  corporation  is  vested 
with  good  title  against  all  the  world,  defeasible  only  upon  "office 

51  Bank    of   Michigan    v.    Niles,  Clarkin,   14   Cal.    544;    Mallett  v. 

Walk.  (Mich.)  99;  People  v.  Pull-  Simpson,   94   N.    C.    37;    Southern 

man's  Palace  Car  Co.,  175  111.  125.  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Orton,  6  Sawy.  (C. 

52Hamsher  V.  Hamsher,  132  111.  C,   TJ.   S.)    157;    Jones  v.    Haber- 

273,    8   L.   R.   A.    556;    Gilmer   v.  sham,  107  TJ.  S.  174. 

Stone,  120  U.  S.  586.  6«  Hickory  Farm  Oil  Co.  v.  Buf- 

S3  People     ex    rel.    Maloney    v.  falo,  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1887),  32 

Pullman  P.  Car  Co.  (111.  1904),  64  Fed.  Rep.   22;    1  Purd.   Dig.  361; 

L.  R.  A.  366.  Pa.  Laws  of  April  26,  1855. 

64  Alexander  v.  Tolleston  Club,  57  Commonwealth  v.  New  York, 

110  111.  65.  etc.  Co.,  132  Pa.  St.  591,  7  L.  R.  A. 

56Natoma    Water,    etc.    Co.    v.  634. 
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found  ;"°*  and,  only  in  a  proceeding,  instituted  by  the  State  for 
that  purpose.''^  The  same  principle  applies  to  personal  property, 
transferred  ultra  vires  to  a  corporation,  and  to  the  purchase  of 
shares  in  another  corporation,'"  and  to  choses  in  action,"^  nego- 
tiable paper,  and  other  contracts  assigned  to  the  corporation  with- 
out authority  in  its  charter.'^  The  commonwealth  alone  can  ob- 
ject to  the  legal  capacity  of  a  corporation  to  hold  real  estate."* 
There  must  be  a  direct  proceeding  by  the  State  for  the  purpose  of 
vacating  the  deed."*  It  was  so  held  also  where  the  plaintiff  rail- 
road company  bought  certain  lands  from  the  receiver  of  an  in- 
solvent railroad  company,  and  then  filed  a  bill  to  quiet  its  title  to 
the  lands. "°  So,  where  a  corporation,  authorized  to  receive  grants 
of  land  for  its  purposes,  brings  suit  against  a  trespasser  to  re- 


58  Long  v.  Georgia  Pac.  Ry.  Co., 
91  Ala.  519,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  931. 

69  Federal  Land  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville, etc.  Ry.  Co.,  93- Va.  274. 

69^Germania  Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v. 
Case,  99  XJ.  S.  628;  Holmes,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Holmes  &  Wessell  Metal  Co. 
127  N.  Y.  252,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  448. 

SI  National,  etc.  Bank  v.  Porter, 
125  Mass.  333,  28  Am.  Rep.  235. 

62Prescott  Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v. 
Butler,  157  Mass.  548;  Merchants' 
Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v.  Hanson,  33 
Minn.  40,  53  Am.  Rep.  5. 

63  Hickory  Farm  Oil  Co.  v.  Buf- 
falo, N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1887),  32 
Fed.  Rep.  22.  In  this  case  the 
court  shortly  reviews  the  authori- 
ties: "The  leading  case  in  Pennsyl- 
vania on  the  subject  of  the  effect 
of  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  to 
a  corporation  forbidden  by  law  to 
purchase  and  hold  the  same,  is 
that  of  Leazure  v.  Hillegas,  7  Serg. 
&  R.  313,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  such  corporation  might  pur- 
chase and  take  title  to  the  real 
«state,  its  title,  however,  like  that 
of  an  alien,  being  defeasible  at 
the  pleasure  of  the  common- 
wealth. That  case,  and  the  later 
case  of  Goundie  v.  Water  Co.,  7 
Pa.  St.  233,  settle  the  principle 
that  the  commonwealth  alone  can 
object  to  a  want  of  capacity  in  a 
corporation  to  hold  land.    In  Run- 


yan  v.  Lessee  of  Coster,  14  Pet. 
122,  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  following  the  rul- 
ing in  Leazure  v.  Hillegas,  sus- 
tained the  right  of  a  foreign  cor- 
poration to  maintain  an  action  of 
ejectment  for  land  which  it  was 
not  licensed  to  hold  under  the 
laws  of  Pennsylvania,  the  com- 
monwealth not  having  exercised 
its  right  of  escheat.  The  supreme 
court  of  Pennsylvania  had  occa- 
sion to  consider  the  act  of  April 
26,  1855,  in  the  case  of  State  Co. 
V.  Savings  Bank,  8  Week.  N.  Cas. 
430,  and  therein  declared  that  it 
was  a  mortmain  act,  disabling  for- 
eign corporations  from  acquiring 
and  holding  real  estate,  but  the 
commonwealth  only  can  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  disability,  and  that 
it  was  not  intended  that  a  deed 
to  a  foreign  corporation  should  be 
void  so  as  not  to  pass  the  estate 
of  the  grantor.  Evidently  these 
cases  are  decisive  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff's  right,  upon  the  agreed 
facts,  to  maintain  this  action." 
Hamsher  v.  Hamsher  (1890),  132 
111.  273,  23  N.  E.  Rep.  1123,  is  a 
late  case  to  the  same  effect. 

siMallett  v.  Simpson,  94  N.  C. 
37,  55  Am.  Rep.  594. 

65  Russell  V.  Texas,  etc.  Ry.  Co. 
(1887),  68  Tex.  646. 
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cover  possession  of  lands  granted  to  it,  such  trespasser  will  not 
be  heard  to  question  its  title  on  the  ground  that  it  had  no  authority 
to  take  them.  Whether  a  corporation  has  misused  or  abused  its 
franchise,  is  a  question  between  it  and  the  State,  which  can  not 
be  raised  in  an  action  between  it  and  private  parties.''  But  it 
has  been  held  that  where  no  general  statute  authorizes  corpora- 
tions to  hold  lands  without  regard  to  their  uses,  a  railroad  com- 
pany, incorporated  by  special  act  authorizing  it  to  acquire  lands 
for  railroad  purposes,  of  a  certain  width'  for  right  of  way,  and 
the  land  necessary  for  depots  or  other  railroad  buildings,  and 
for  purposed  connected  with  the  building  of  the  road, — it  can  not 
maintain  an  action  to  recover  lands  granted  to  it,  where  they  are 
to  be  used  for  purposes  not  specified  in  the  act  of  incorporation.'"^ 
Where  lands  purchased  by  a  company,  were  to  vest  in  it  for  the 
use  of  a  certain  navigation,  but  for  no  other  use  or  purpose  what- 
ever, it  was  held  that  the  company  could  be  restrained  at  the 
suit  of  a  neighboring  land-owner,  from  using  a  reservoir  con- 
structed upon  the  purchased  lands,  for  the  purpose  of  letting" 
boats  for  hire.'*  In  accordance  with  the  general  principle,  that 
statutes  can  not  operate  retroactively,  an  act  of  the  legislature,, 
passed  after  the  death  of  a  testatrix,  removing  the  limitation  upon 
the  power  of  a  university  to  hold  property,  even  if  it  waives  the 
right  of  the  State  to  forfeit  the  charter  of  the  university  for  ac- 
cepting the  devise,  can  not  affect  the  rights  of  her  heirs,  vested  at 
her  death,  and  before  its  passage.'^  In  an  action  of  ejectment  by 
plaintiff,  tracing  his  title  to  certain  lands  in  Utah  by  mesne  con- 
veyances, through  a  certain  corporation  organized  in  California, 
it  was  not  necessary  that  he  should  show  by  the  laws  of  Cali- 
fornia that  said  corporation  was  authorized  to  hold  real  estate."* 
And  where  the  grantee,  in  a  deed,  is  therein  stated  to  be  a  cor- 
poration, and  the  deed  contains  covenants  of  warranty,  binding 
the  grantor  and  his  heirs,  neither  he,  nor  they,  can  afterwards 
deny  the  grantee's  corporate  existence,  or  its  capacity  to  take  ami 

66  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Orton,  N.  Y.  66  (1889).  In  this  case  the 
6  Sawy.  C.  Ct.  157.  devise  to  the  corporation  was  il- 

67  Case  V.  Kelly  (1890),  133  U.  legal,  as  the  title  to  the  property 
S.  21,  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  162.  vested  in  the  heir,  and  no  ques- 

68  Bostock  V.  North  Stafford-  tion  as  to  the  forfeiture  of  the 
shire  Ry.  Co.,  5  De  G.  &  S.  584;  charter  for  an  illegal  holding  of 
4  El.  &  B.  798;   3  Smale  &  G.  283;  property  arose. 

Browne  &  Theobald's  Ry.  Law,  96.  ■">  Tarpey  v.  Deseret  Salt  Co.,  IT 

69jji    re   McGraw's   Estate,    111      Pac.  Rep.  631  (Utah,  1888). 
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hold  the  land  conveyed,  as  against  those  claiming  under  the  deed  J^ 
But,  where  defendant  admits  that  he  holds  land  in  trust  for  plain- 
tiff corporation,  the  question  as  to  whether  defendants  shall  be 
left  in  possession  of  property  fraudulently  acquired,  and  for 
which  they  gave  no  consideration,  can  not  be  raised  by  the  plaintiff 
who  has  no  right  to  take  the  landJ^  Though  the  federal  courts 
may  hesitate  to  declare  a  title  to  lands,  to  be  held  without  authority 
of  law,  on  the  principle  that  the  matter  concerns  the  State  alone, 
they  will  not  aid  a  corporation  to  violate  a  State  law,  and  obtain 
a  title  which  it  has  no  authority  to  holdJ'  A  corporation,  pro- 
hibited from  holding  property  acquired  by  foreclosure  beyond  a 
certain  time,  may  give  a  good  title,  though  it  has  held  the  land 
longer  than  the  law  allowed.'* 

§  826.  A  purchase  for  illegal  purposes  is  void. — A  purchase 
of  property  by  a  corporation,  in  pursuance  of  its  attempt  to  con- 
trol, generally,  a  particular  business,  and  establish  a  monopoly, 
is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  void.''^ 

§  827.  Grants  for  charitable  or  public  uses. — At  common 
law,  a  grant  may  be  made  for  charitable,  or  public  use,  before 
existence  of  the  grantee,  and  meanwhile  remain  in  abeyance,  as 
in  case  of  a  corporation,  until  it  is  organized,  and  then  the  title 
vests.'*  "When  a  corporation  is  to  be  brought  into  existence  by 
some  future  acts  of  the  corporators,  the  franchises  remain  in 
abeyance  until  such  acts  are  done,  and  when  the  corporation  is 
brought  into  life,  the  franchises  instantly  attach  to  it.  There  is 
no  difference  between  the  case  of  a  grant  of  land,  or  franchise 
to  an  existing  corporation,  and  a  grant  to  a  corporation  brought 
into  life  for  the  very  purpose  of  receiving  the  grant.  As  soon 
as  it  is  in  esse,  and  the  franchise  and  property  become  vested  and 
executed,  it  is  as  much  an  executed  contract,  as  if  its  prior  ex- 

TiRagan  v.  McElroy   (1889),  98  pany  will  suffer  by  a  forced  sale; 

Mo.  349,  11  S.  W.  Rep.  735.  it  has  been  held,  that  as  the  stat- 

72  Case  V.  Kelly  (1890),  133  U.  ute  did  not  assume  to  divest  title 
S.  21,  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  162.  because    of    a    failure   to    comply 

73  Case  V.  Kelly  (1890),  133  with  the  law,  a  company  after  five 
U.  S.  21.  years  could  convey  an  estate  thus 

74  As  where,  under  the  statute,  acquired,  although  the  certificate 
insurance  companies  acquiring  had  not  been  obtained.  Home  Ins. 
real    estate    by    foreclosure    must  Co.  v.  Head,  30  Hun,  405. 

sell    the   same   within   five   years,  '» Distilling,  etc.  Co.  v.  People, 

unless  the  superintendent  of  the  156  111.  448,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  200. 

insurance    department    shall    cer-  '« Trustees  of  Vincennes,  etc.  v. 

tify  that  the  interests  of  the  com-  Indiana,  14  How.  (U.  S.)  268,  274. 
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istence  had  been  established  for  a  century."''^  General  statutes 
for  the  organization  of  corporations  usually  grant  power  to  pur- 
chase, hold  and  possess  so  much  real  and  personal  estate  as  shall 
be  necessary  for  the  transaction  of  its  business/*  A  legislative 
grant  of  franchises  to  individuals,  in  contemplation  of  their  in- 
corporation, vests  in  the  corporate  body,  upon  its  organization, 
and  without  necessity  for  assignment  from  the  individuals."  In 
the  meanwhile,  the  franchise  remains  in  abeyance,  and  may  be  re- 
voked before  incorporation.'" 

§  828.  Holding  in  joint  tenancy.  Tenancy  in  common. — 
As  corporations  may  be  perpetual,  they  have  no  right  of  survivor- 
ship, and  therefore  can  not  hold  land  in  joint-tenancy;  but  they 
may  hold  the  unity  of  possession,  as  tenants  in  common  with  an- 
other individual  or  corporation.*^ 

§  829.  Povver  to  take  and  hold  by  devise. — A  corporation 
can  not  take  property  by  devise  or  bequest,  unless  under  express 
power  conferred  by  charter  or  other  statute,  nevertheless,  the 
title  vests  in  the  corporation  as  against  every  person,  except  the 
State. *^  Most  of  the  States  have  enacted  the  statute  of  wills, 
and  hold  that  corporations  may  take  by  devise.*'  The  old  com- 
mon law  rule,  that  there  is  no  inherent  incapacity  in  a  foreign 
corporation  to  take  land  by  devise,  prevails  in  the  United  States, 
whenever  it  is  necessary  to  carry  out  the  objects  of  the  corpora- 
tion, except  where  the  power  is  expressly  forbidden  by  statute; 
as  by  the  English  statute  of  wills,  which  excepted  devise  of  lands 
to  bodies  politic  and  corporate.**  Such  disability,  created  by  a 
statute  of  wills,  does  not  follow  the  corporation  into  another  State, 
but  similar  disability,  created  by  charter  or  general  incorporation 
law,  follows  the  corporation  everywhere.*^  A  distinction  is  ob- 
served between  the  effect  of  statutes  prohibiting  devises  to  cor- 
porations, and  statutes  restricting  the  corporate,  power  to  take 
property ;  the  policy  of  the  latter  being  to  prevent  the  ownership 

TT  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  Trustees  si  Telfair  v.  Howe.  3  Rich.  Eg. 

of    Dartmouth    College    v.    Wood-  (S.  C.)  235,  55  Am.  Dec.  637. 

ward,  4  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  518.  82  Jones  v.  Habersham,  107  U.  S. 

78  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1875,  ch.  611,  174.  Vide  supra,  §§  125a,  370, 
§  2.  PowEE  TO  Take  bt  Devise. 

79  Spring  Valley,  etc.  v.  City  &  83  white  v.  Howard,  38  Conn. 
Co.  of  San  Francisco,  22  Cal.  434,  342. 

6  L.  R.  A.  756.  84  jn  re  McGraw,  111  N.  Y.  166; 

80  Aspen,  etc.  Co.  v.  City  of  Downy  v.  Marshall,  23  N.  Y.  366. 
Aspen,  5  Colo.  App.  12,  37  Pac.  728.      80  Am.  Dec.  290. 

85  Thompson,  Corp.,  §  2785. 
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of  real  estate  by  corporations,  without  express  authority  of  the 
State ;  while  the  purpose,  often  of  statutes  restricting  testamentary 
capacity,  is  to  prevent  testators  under  undue  influence,  from  de- 
vising their  estates  to  religious  institutions  to  the  disinheritance 
of  their  heirs.*«  A  statute  of  New  York  prohibits  devises  of 
real  estate  to  corporations,  unless  expressly  authorized  by  their 
charter  or  by  statute  to  take  by  devise,  and  declares  prohibited 
devises  to  be  absolutely  void.  It  has  been  held  that  such  a  de- 
vise divests  no  right  of  the  heirs,  which  the  legislature  can  affect 
by  attempt  by  subsequent  act  to  validate  the  devise.*'  A  statute 
of  wills  regulating  the  use  and  disposition  of  corporate  property 
in  its  jurisdiction,  is  not  unconstitutional,  because  prohibiting 
devise  to  companies  previously  incorporated  with  authority  to 
take  by  devise,  unless  by  contract  with  the  State  they  were  ex- 
pressly invested  with  irrevocable  right  to  receive  future  devises.*' 

§  829a.  Power  to  take  and  hold  personal  property,  and 
choses  in  action. — For  any  authorized  purpose,  a  corporation 
may  take  and  hold  personal  property  of  any  kind  required  in  its 
business.*'  But  it  can  not  purchase  personal  property  for  any 
purpose  foreign  to  the  objects  of  its  creation,""  or  for  business 
not  authorized  by  its  charter.  For  example,  a  railroad  corpora- 
tion can  not  purchase  steamboats  for  transportation  beyond  the 
terminus  of  its  railway  line.°^  In  the  absence  of  any  charter 
restriction,  a  corporation,  in  its  business,  may  take  promissory 
notes  and  bonds,  and  enforce  their  payment.®^  But  a  banking 
corporation,  authorized  merely  to  discount  negotiable  paper,  can 
not  deal  therein  as  a  broker,  by  buying  and  selling  it.'' 

§  829b.  Power  to  take  and  hold  property  as  trustee. — In 
any  transaction,  not  foreign  to  its  authorized  business,  a  corpora- 
tion the  same  as  an  individual,  may  hold  in  trust  any  character 
of  property.  "Although  it  was  in  early  times  held,  that  a  cor- 
poration could  not  take  and  hold  real  or  personal  estate  in  trust, 

seMorawetz,  Corp.,  §  331.  Citizens,'  etc.  Banli,  122  N.  Y.  135, 

ST  White   Y.   Howard,    46   N.   Y.  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  482. 

144.  91  Downing  v.  Mt.   Washington, 

s8  Ayres  v.  Methodist  Church,  3  etc.  Co.,  40  N.  H.  230. 

Sandf.  351.  sawayland  University  v.   Boor- 

89  Blanchard,     etc.     Factory     v.  man,   56   Wis.   657;    Hart  v.   Mis- 
Warner,    1    Blatchf.    277;    Rosen-  souri,  etc.  Co.,  21  Mo.  91. 

baum  V.  Horton,  89  Iowa,  692.  93  Atlantic,  etc.  Bank  v.  Savery, 

90  Pearce  v.  Madison,  etc.  R.  Co.,      82  N.  Y.  291;    Smith  v.  Exchange 
21  How.   (U.  S.)   441;   Jemison  v.      Bank,  etc.,  26  Ohio  St.  141. 
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upon  the  ground  that  there  was  a  defect  of  one  of  the  requisites 
to  create  a  good  trustee,  namely,  the  want  of  confidence  in  the 
person;  yet  that  doctrine  has  long  since  been  exploded  as  un- 
sound, and  too  artificial;  and  it  is  now  held,  that  where  a  cor- 
poration has  a  legal  capacity  to  take  real  and  personal  estate, 
there  it  may  take  and  hold  it  upon  trust,  in  the  same  manner,  and 
to  the  same  extent,  as  a  private  person  may  do."°*  If  for  any 
reason  the  corporation  can  not  execute  the  trust,  a  court  of  equity 
will  appioint  a  trustee  for  that  purpose.'^  Where  the  purposes  of 
the  trust  are  within  the  corporate  powers,  the  corporation  may  be 
a  trustee.°° 

D. 

POWER    TO     SELL    AND     CONVEY     PROPERTY. 

§  830.  Power  of  strictly  private  corporations. — Ownership 
of  property,  whether  real  or  personal,  carries  with  it  the  same 
general  power  of  disposition,  in  corporations  as  in  individuals,  ex- 
cept when  that  power  is  restrained  by  statute,  or  by  consider'ations 
of  public  policy.'-'^  "As  a  general  rule,  corporations  may  be  said 
to  have  an  incidental  power  to  dispose  of  their  property,  real  and 
personal,  either  by  sale  absolute,  or  by  mortgage  or  other  mode 
of  security,  for  any  debt  which  they  may  rightfully  contract,  to 
the  same  extent  as  natural  persons,  except  so  far  as  that  power 
may  be  restrained  by  their  charter,  by  considerations  connected 
with  the  purposes  of  their  creation,  or  limited  by  express  provi- 
sion or  just  implication  of  some  statute,  or  by  the  general  policy 

91  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  Vidal  v.  goods,  and  chattels,  or  of  any  in- 

Girard's    Ex'rs,    2    How.    (U.    S.)  terest   in  the   same,   as   it   deems 

187;     Killingsworth    v.    Portland,  expedient,  and  in  the  course  of  its 

etc.  Co.,  18  Oreg.  351,  17  Am.  St.  legitimate  business   may  make  a 

Rep.  737;  Trustees,  etc.  v.  Peaslee,  bond,    mortgage,    note    or    draft; 

15  N.  H.  317.  and  also  may  make  compositions 

85  Sheldon  v.   Chappell,  47  Hun  with  creditors,  or  an  assignment 

(N.  Y.),  59.  for  their  benefit,  with  preferences, 

90 White    V.    Rice     (1897),    112  except  when   restrained  by  law." 

Mich.    403;     Central,    etc.    Co.    v.  Partridge  v.  Badger,  25  Barb.  146; 

Farmers,'  etc.  Co.  (1901),  116  Fed.  Barry  v.  Merchants'  Bxch.  Co.,  1 

700.  Sand.    Ch.    280;    Burr   v.   Phoenix 

9T  Angell     &     Ames     on     Corp.,  Glass  Co.,  14  Barb.  358;   Dater  v. 

§   187;    1  Kyd,   Corp.   107;   White  Bank   of   United   States,   5  Watts 

Water,    etc.    Co.    v.    Vallette,    21  &  S.  223;  Frazier  v.  Wilcox,  4  Rob. 

How.  424.    In  this  case  Campbell,  517;  United  States  Bank  v.  Heth, 

J.,  says:    "It  is  well  settled  that  4  B.  Mon.  423;    State  v.  Bank  of 

a  corporation  without  special  au-  Maryland,  6  Gill  &  J.  323;  Pierce 

thority,    may    dispose    of    lands,  v.  Emery,  32  N.  H.  486;  Reynold* 
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of  the  State  to  be  deduced  from  its  legislation."''  It  may  grant 
an  easement  though  for  a  use  not  within  its  own  corporate  powers ; 
as,  a  railroad  may  grant  right-of-way  over  its  own  land,  to  an  oil 
transportation  company  to  lay  its  pipes,  for  that  use,  though  be- 
yond the  railroad's  corporate  power,  does  not  interfere  with  the 
performance  of  its  duties  to  the  public.^"  Except  when  restricted 
by  law  or  public  policy,  corporations  have  an  absolute  right  of 
disposition,  and  in  its  exercise  are  unlimited  as  to  objects,  circum- 
stances or  quantity.'-  Therefore  a  company  may  sell  all  its  cor- 
porate property  for  a  corporate  or  lawful  purpose.^  Naturally, 
following  from  the  larger  power^  a  corporation,  which  may  sell 
its  property  or  dispose  of  any  interest  in  the  same  as  it  deems 
expedient.^  The  general  rule  of  the  absolute  alienability  of  cor-, 
porate  property  is  clearly  applicable  to  private  corporations,  es- 
tablished solely  for  trading  or  manufacturing  purposes  in  which 
the  public  has  no  direct  interest.*  But  a  majority  of  the  share- 
holders of  a  prosperous  corporation,  can  not  sell  out  the  property 
and  invest  in  other  enterprises,  against  the  wishes  of  the  minority.* 
Nor  may  the  directors,  even  with  the  consent  of,  a  majority  of 
the  shareholders  do  so.^  But  in  case  of  a  failing  company,  the 
rule  is  different,  and  sale  of  the  whole  property  may  be  made  by 

V.  Commissioners,  5  Ohio,  205;  De  Webster  v.  Turner,  12  Hun,  264; 

Reuyter  v.   Sti  Peter's   Churcli,   3  Ardesco  Oil  Co.  v.  N.  A.  Min.  Co., 

N.  Y.   238;    Clark  v.  Titcomb,  42  66  Pa.  St.  375,  382. 

Barb.  122;   Central  Gold  Min.  Co.  2  Barry  v.   Merchants'   Ex.   Co.. 

V.  Piatt,  3  Daly,  263;  Miners' Ditch  -1    Sand.    Ch.    280;'  White   Water, 

Co.  V.  Zellerbach,  37  Cal.  588,  99  etc.  Co.  v.  Valletta,  21  How.  424; 

Am.  Dec.  300.  Clark  v.  Titcomb,  42  Barb.  122. 

88  Judge  Christiancy  in  Joy  v.  *  Webster  v.  Turner,  12  Hun, 
Jackson  &  Michigan  Plank  Road  264;  Hancock  v.  Holbrook,  4 
Co.,  11  Mich.  164;  Hearst  v.  Put-  Woods,  52;  Sheldon,  etc.  Co.  v. 
nam  M.  Co.  (1904),  77  Pac.  753.  Bickemeyer,  etc.  Co.,  90  ISf.  Y.  607; 

89  Benton  v.  City  of  Elizabeth,  Dupee  v.  Boston  ,  etc.  Co.,  114 
61  N.  J.  Law,  411,  693.  Mass.  37. 

12    Kent's    Com.    281;    Burton's  s  Kean  v.  Johnson,  9  N.  J.  Eq. 

Appeal,  57  Pa.  St.  213;  Reich wald  401;  McCurdy  v.  Myers,  44  Pa.  St. 

V.  Commercial  Hotel  Co.,  106  111.  535;    Boston,   etc.  R.   Co.   v.   New 

439,  451;    Binney's  Case,  2  Bland.  York,   etc.   R.   Co..   13   R.   I.    260; 

142.  Clinch  v.  Financial  Co.,   L.  R.   4 

2  Miners'    Ditch    Co.    v.    Zeller-  Ch.  117. 

bach,    37     Cal.    543 ;     Sargent    v.  « Abbott  v.  American,  etc.  Co.,  21 

Webster,  13  Mete.  498;   Treadwell  How.   Pr.  193;    Barclay  v.   Quick- 

V.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  7  Gray,  393;  silver  Min.  Co..  9  Abb.  Fr.  (N.  S.) 

Hodges    V.    New    England    Screw  284;   Middlesex  R.  Co.  v.  Boston, 

Co.,  1  R.  I.  347;    State  v.  College  etc.  R.  Co.,  115  Mass.  347;   Balliet 

of    Qalifornia,    38    Cal.    166,    171;  v.  Brown,  103  Pa.  St.  546. 
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the  directors.'  Such  a  sale,  however,  and  the  assignment  of  all 
a  corporation's  property,  will  not  in  itself  accomplish  its  dissolu- 
tion or  operate  as  a  surrender  of  its  franchises.* 

Dedication. — ^A  corporation  owning  real  property,  may  dedicate 
part  of  its  land  to  public  use,  as,  for  public  highway.* 

§  831.  Quasi-public  corporations  require  express  authority. 
— The  rule  that  a  private  corporation  may  sell  or  lease  or  en- 
cumber its  property,  does  not  apply  to  a  ^Ma-ft-public  corpora- 
tion, such  as  a  railroad  company  which  owes  special  duties  to 
the  public,  and  is  allowed  to  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain, 
and  to  enjoy  other  special  privileges,  not  granted  to  strictly  private 
corporations.  Unless  expressly  authorized  by  its  charter,  or  by 
statute,  a  quasi-puhlic  corporation  can  not  sell,  lease  ^°  or  mort- 
gage, or  otherwise  alienate  its  property ,^^  which  is  necessary  to 
its  use  in  the  performance  of  its  public  duties,  or  which  it  acquired 
under  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain.  Its  conveyance 
of  such  property,  is  held  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  void.^- 
"Corporations  possessing  and  exercising  the  right  of  eminent  do- 
main, owe  duties  to  the  public,  from  the  performance  of  which 
they  are  not  allowed  to  escape  by  a  sale  or  lease  of  their  fran- 
chises, without  first  obtaining  the  consent 'of  the  legislature.  The 
franchise  of  a  corporation,  having  a  right  to  receive  tolls,  may 
be  levied  on  to  satisfy  an  execution  against  the  corporation,  and 
in  this  way  it  may  be  deprived  of  its  corporate  powers  and  priv- 
ileges.    And  they  may  be  lost  by  the  foreclosure  of  a  legally  ex- 

T  Miners'    Ditch    Co.    v.    Zeller-  Bank  of  Maryland,  6  Gill  &  J.  205, 

bach,  37  Cal.  579,  99  Am.  Deo.  300;  230. 

Bartholomew  v.  Derby  Rubber  Co.,  9  Los    Angeles,     etc.     Assn.     v. 

€9  Conn.  521,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  57;  City  of  Los  Angeles,  95  Cal.  420. 

Lauman  v.  Lebanon,  etc.  R.   Co.,  i"  Central   Transp.   Co.   v.   PuU- 

30   Pa.    St.   42;    Hancock   v.   Hoi-  man's  Palace  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24; 

brook,   4   Wood,    52,   9   Fed.   Rep.  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  Ry.   Co.; 

353;    Sheldon,    etc.   Co.   v.   Eicke-  101  U.  S.  71;   Brunswick,  etc.  Co. 

meyer,    etc.    Co.,    90    N.    Y.    607;  v.  United  Gas,  etc.  Co.,  85  Me.  532, 

Hutchinson  v.  Green,  91  Mo.  367;  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  385. 

Chew  V.  Ellingwood,  86  Mo.  273;  n  Pacific,  etc.  Cable  Co.  v.  West- 

De  Camp  v.  Alward,  52  Ind.  473;  ern  Union  Tel.  Co.,  50  Fed.  493; 

Dana  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  5  Commonwealth  v.  Smith,  10  Allen 

Watts  &  S.  223.  (Mass.),  448,  87  Am.  Dec.  672. 

SHIU  V.  Fogg,  41  Mo.  563;  Kan-  la  Chicago  Gas,  etc.  Co.  v.  Peo- 

sas,  etc.  Co.  v.  Sauer,  65  Mo.  279;  pie's  Gas,  etc.  Co.,  121  111.  530,  2 

Bruffett   V.   Railroad   Co.,    25    111.  Am.   St.  Rep.  124;   Richardson  v. 

353;     Reiohwald    v.    Commercial,  Sibley,  11  Allen   (Mass.),  165,  87 

etc.  Co.,  106  111.  439;  De  Camp  v.  Am.  Dec.  700. 
Alward,    52    Ind.    468;     State    v. 
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ecuted  mortgage,  or  by  laches  in  reclaiming  them,  when  they  have 
been  illegally  sold,  leased  or  assigned.  But,  subject  to  these  well- 
defined  exceptions,  it  is  now  settled  by  an  overwhelming  weight 
of  authority,  that  public  or  quasi-pnhlic  corporations,  which  possess 
and  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  or  its  equivalent,  owe 
duties  to  the  public,  as  well  as  to  their  stockholders;  and,  that 
they  can  not  sell  or  lease  their  corporate  powers  a^d  privileges, 
and  thereby  disable  themselves  from  performing  their  public 
duties,  without  legislative  authority."^^  This  rule  is  applied  to 
railroad,^*  street-railroad,^^  water,^°  gas,  and  electric  light,'-^ 
canal,^*  cemetery,^',  sleeping-car,^"  and  other  companies  incorpor- 
ated, and  owing  special  duties  to  the  public ;  but  applies  only  when 
they  have  power  of  eminent  domain,  or  other  exclusive  or  special 
privileges. ^^  The  rule  is  not  applied  to  permits  allowed  by  such 
a  corporation  for  the  joint  use  of  its  property  by  another,  if  there- 
by it  is  not  prevented,  in  any  way,  frOm  the  performance  of  its 
duties  to  the  public.^^  But  such  quasi  corporation  may  transfer 
or  encumber  its  property,  not  acquired  under  the  power  of  ptiblic 
domain,  and  not  necessary  to  the  performance  of  its  duties  to 
the  public.^^  ^ 

§  832.  Sale  of  the  entire  property  and  franchises. — ^Only 
the  State  can  object  to  the  disposition  of  all  its  property  by  a 
solvent  corporation,  where  no  stockholder  or  creditor  objects.^* 
A  corporation,  through  a  majority  of  its  directors,  may  make  a 
transfer  of  all  its  property  in  payment  of  one  creditor,  if  it  be 
done  bona  fi.de."^     Such  a  debtor  corporation  may  prefer  one  cred- 

13  Brunswick  Gas  Light   Co.  v.  20  Central   Transp.    Co.   v.   Pull- 
United  Gas,  etc.  Co.,  85  Me.  532,  35  man  Palace  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24. 
Am.  St.  Rep.  385.  21  Girard    Point,    etc.    v.    South- 

14  St.  Louis,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  work  Foundry  Co.,  105  Pa.  St.  248. 
Terre  Haute,  etc.  Co.,  145  U.  S.  22  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
393;  Richardson  v.  Sibley,  11  Al-  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  10  U.  S.  App.  98,  51 
len  (Mass.),  65,  87  Am.  Dec.  700.  Fed.  309. 

15  Abhott  V.  Johnstown,  etc.  Co.,  23  Plymouth  Ry.  Co.  v.  Colwell, 
80  N.  Y.  27,  36  Am.  Rep.  572.  39  Pa.  St.  337,  80  Am.  Dec.  526. 

16  Foster  V.  Fowler,  60  Pa.  St.  27.  24  Read  v.  Citizens,'  etc.  Co.,  75 
"Chicago,  etc.  Coke  Co.  v.  Peo-      S.  W.  1056  (Tenn.  1903). 

pie's  Gas,  etc.  Co.,  121  111.   530,  2  25Buell  v.  Buckingham   (1864), 

Am.   St.  Rep.   124;    Gibbs  v.  Con-  16  Iowa,  284,  citing  Town  v.  Bank 

solldated,  etc.  Co.,  130  U  S.  296.  of  River  Raisin,  2  Doug.   (Mich.) 

18  Susquehanna  Canal  Co.  v.  530;  Revere  v.  Boston  Copper  Co., 
Bonham,  9  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  27,  15  Pick.  351;  Boston  Glass  Mfg. 
42  Am.  Dec.  315.  v.  Langdon,  24  Pick.  49;   State  v. 

19  Wolford  V.  Crystal  Lake  Cem.  Bank  of  Maryland,  6  Gill  &  J.  205 ; 
Assn.,  54  Minn.  440.  Union  Bank  v.  Morris,  6  Gill  &  J. 
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itor  to  another.^'  And,  generally,  a  corporation  may  sell  and 
transfer  its  property,  and  may  prefer  its  creditors,  although  it  is 
insolvent,  unless  such  power  is  prohibited  by  law ; "  even  when 
all  the  property  of  the  corporation  is  conveyed  absolutely  in 
payment  of  a  single  debt,  leaving  others  unpaid.^'  A  deed  of 
trust,  given  by  a  corporation  to  secure  certain  of  its  creditors,  is 
valid  though  it  conveys  nearly  all  of  its  property.  Its  validity 
is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  it  was  the  result  of  a  compromise 
among  the  directors,  who  were  not  harmonious,  and  favored  se- 
curing different  creditors.^"  So,  a  corporation  may  make  an  as- 
signment for  the  benefit  of  creditors.^"  The  majority  of  the 
stockholders  of  a  co-operative  association  may  sell  the  property 
and  business ;  and,  even  if  the  sale  is  voidable  by  the  remainder 
of  the  stockholders,  after  being  ratified  by  them,  it  can  not  be 
avoided  by  one  of  those  participating  in  it.^^.  The  deed  of  a 
mining  corporation,  however,  does  not  pass  the  title  to  its  mining 
land,  unless  it  is  shown  to  have  been  ratified  by  two-thirds  of  its 
stockholders,  as  is  provided  by  law.^^  The  authority  in  the  charter 
of  a  prospecting  and  mining  company,  to  purchase,  own,  lease, 
and  sell  mineral  lands,  gave  it  power  to  sell  all  its  property,  not- 
withstanding the  dissent  of  a  stockholder.^^ 

§  832a.  Sale  of  entire  property  may  be  enjoined. — Any  dis- 
senting stockholder  may  enjoin  the  attempted  sale  of  the  entire 
property  of  the  corporation,  so  long  as  it  is  solvent.'*    A  lease  of 

363;  Catlinv.  Eagle  Bank,  6  Conn.  si  Berry   r.   Broach    (1888),    65 

233,  242;    Sargent  v.  "Webster,  13  Miss.  450. 

Mete.  497;  Russell  v.  McLellan,  14  saMcShane  v.  Carter  (1889),  80 

Pick.  63.  Cal.  310;    Pekin,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ken- 

26  Sommerville     v.     Horton,     4  nedy    (1889),    81    Cal.    356;    Cal. 

Yerg.   541;    Niolon  v.   Douglas,   2  Laws  1880,  p.  131. 

Hill.  Ch.  433;   Milburn  y.  Beach,  as  Traer,  etc.  v.  Lucas  P.  Co.,  99 

14    Mo.    104;    Kuykendall   v.   Mc-  N.  "W.  290  (Io-«ra,  1904). 

Donald,  15  Mo.  416.  34  Abbott     v.     American     Hard 

2T  Bergen    v.    Porpoise    Fishing  Rubber  Co.,  33  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  578; 

Co.  (1887),  42  N.  J.  397.  People  v.  Ballard   (1892),  134  N. 

28Lampson  v.  Arnold,  19  Iowa,  Y.   269;    Consolidated,   etc.   Co.  v. 

487.  Nash   (Wis.  1901),  85  N.  W.  485; 

29  Rollins  y.  Shaver,  etc.  Co.,  80  Harding  y.  American,  etc.  Co.,  182 
Iowa,  380  (1890),  45  N.  "W.  Rep.  111.  551  (1899),  74  Am.  St.  Rep. 
1037.  189;  Treadwell  y.  United,  etc.  Co. 

30  And  such  assignment  is  not  (1900),  47  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  613; 
invalid,  when  made  by  a  quorum  Ellogen  y.  Gerbereaux,  etc.  Co.,  30 
of  the  directors.  Chase  v.  Tuttle  N.  Y.  Misc.  264  (1900) ;  De  La 
(1887),  55  Conn.  455,  3  Am.  St.  Vergne,  etc.  Co.  y.  German,  etc. 
Rep.  64.  Inst.   (1899),  175  U.  S.  40;  Daviea 
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entire  property  may  be  enjoined  by  a  dissenting  stockholder.'* 
Where  the  business  of  the  corporation  is  unprofitable,  and  the 
company  insolvent,  it  may  sell  its  entire  property  for  purpose  of 
■dissolution.'^  Where  the  purpose  of  the  dissolution  is  not  aband- 
onment of  the  corporate  business,  but  continuance  of  the  business 
by  another  corporation,  a  dissenting  shareholder  may  enjoin  the 
sale."^  A  corporation,  which  has  sold  to  another  corporation 
which  had  no  authority  to  buy,  can  not  recover  back  the  purchase 
price,  where  it  was  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  the  purchasing  cor- 
poration.'* By  unanimous  consent  of  the  stockholders  of  a  strictly 
private  corporation,  all  the  corporate  assets  may  be  sold,  if  the 
creditors  are  protected.''  Where  one  of  the  stockholders,  who 
have,  by  agreement,  sold  their  stock,  secretly,  receives  a  bonus 
from  the  purchaser,  he  may  be  compelled  to  share  it  pro  rata  with 
the  other  stockholders  who  joined  in  the  sale.*"  The  by-laws  may 
properly  provide  for  sale  of  all  the  corporate  property.^^  The 
court  will  not  enjoin,  on  account  of  inadequacy  of  price,  an  au- 
thorized sale  of  all  the  property  by  authority  of  a  majority  of  the 
shareholders.*^  Statutory  power  to  lease  all  the  property,  may 
be  exercised  by  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,  where  the  statute 
does  not  designate  the  mode  of  lease.*'  Power  given  by  statute, 
to  sell  the  entire  property  and  business  of  a  corporation,  is  not 
authority  to  transfer  subscriptions  unpaid.**  A  stockholder,  by 
his  delay,  ratification  or  acquiescence  in  a  sale  of  the  entire  prop- 
erty, may  lose  his  right  to  dissent.*"  Although  the  corporation 
has  authority  to  sell  its  entire  property,  it  can  not  do  so  in  ex- 

V.  Monroe,  etc.  Co.  (1901),  107  La.  saMorrisette   v.   Howard    (Kan. 

145,  31  So.  694;   Eldred  v.  Ameri-  1901),  63  Pac.  756;  Arkansas,  etc. 

can  Palace  Car  Co.  (1899),  96  Fed.  Co.    v.    Manning,    63    S.    W.    627 

59;    Eldred  v.  American,  etc.  Co.  (Tex.  1901). 

(1900),  105  Fed.  55.  *o  Synnot  v.  Cummingg    (1902), 

36  Small  V.  Minneapolis,  etc.  Co.  116  Fed.  40. 

(1891),  45  Minn.  264;   Parsons  v.  *i  Republican    Mines   v.    Brown 

Tacoma,  etc.  Co.  (1901),  25  Wash.  (1893),  58  Fed.  644. 

492,  67  Pac.  765.  *"  Peabody   v.   Westerly   Water- 

36  Plant   V.    Macon    (1898),    103  works  (1897),  20  R.  I.  176. 

Ga.   606,   30   So.   567.     Vide  infra,  43Dickerson     v.     Consolidated, 

Dissolution,  §  1313.  etc.  Co.  (1902),  114  Fed.  232. 

sTKean  v.  JohnsQp  (1853),  9  N.  i*Bank  of  China  v.  Morse,  168 

J.  Eq.  401;   Ervin  v.  Oregon,  etc.  N.  Y.  458  (1901). 

Nav.  Co.   (1886),  27  Fed.  625.  «  Feld  v.  Roanoke  Inv.  Co.,  123 

38McClure  v.  Trask  (1899),  161  Mo.  609   (1894);   Bear  Valley,  etc. 

N.  Y.  82;   Savings  T.  Co.  v.  Bear  Co.  v.  Savings,  etc.  Co.  (1902),  117 

Valley,  etc.  Co.    (1902),  112  Fed.  Fed.  94;  Glymont,  etc.  Co.  v.  Tol- 

«93.  ler  (1894),  80  Md.  29S.. 
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change  for  the  stock  or  bonds  of  another  corporation,  even  under 
statute,  and  compel  a  dissenting  shareholder  to  accept  them  in 
exchange  for  his  own  stock,  upon  distribution  of  the  corporate 
assets.*"  On  the  contrary,  the  federal  court  held,  in  a  like  case, 
that  he  is  obliged  to  accept  such  payment  in  stock.*^  Where  a 
corporation  sells  its  property  and  business,  for  stock  in  another 
corporation,  it  may  distribute  the  stock  among  its  shareholders, 
but  any  one  dissenting,  may  derriand  the  cash  value  of  his  share 
of  stock.*^  And  to  ascertain  the  cash  value  of  the  stock,  where 
the  sale  is  to  a  new  corporation,  in  which  the  shareholders  of  the 
old  corporation  are  interested,  the  dissenting  stockholder  is  entitled 
to  a  public  sale  of  the  stock.*' 

§  832b.  Rights  of  creditors  when  the  corporation  sells  its 
entire  property. — Where  a  corporation  makes  a  sale  of  all  its 
property  for  the  stock  of  another  corporation,  it  may  be  sub- 
jected to  the  payment  of  debts  of  creditors,  or  the  conveyance 
may  be  set  aside  in  equity,  as  in  fraud  of  creditors,  and  the  cor- 
poration dissolved  and  wound  up  as  insolvent,  or  each  share- 
holder may  be  held  individually  liable  for  the  amount  received  by 
him.'"  A  judgment  creditor  may  levy  execution  upon  the  prop- 
erty conveyed.'On  the  ground  that  it  was  transferred  in  fraud  of 
creditors. ^^  In  case  of  sale  of  all  its  property  by  a  solvent  cor- 
poration, a  general  creditor  can  not  maintain  a  bill  in  equity 
against  the  purchaser."  The  officers  of  a  corporation,  making 
an  invalid  sale  of  all  the  corporate  property  to  another  corporation, 
may  be  held-hable  for  damages  for  conspiracy  to  defraud."*  Al- 
though a  corporation  has  sold  all  its  assets  to  another  corpora- 

«Morris  v.  Elyton,  etc.  Co.,  125  Ala.  358  (1894),  15  So.  618;  Chat- 
Ala.  263  (1900),  28  So.  513;  Car-  tanooga,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Evans 
ter  V.  Produce,  etc. Co.  (1894),  164  (1895),  66  Fed.  809;  Grant  v. 
Pa.  St.  463;  Goler  v.  Tacoma  Ry.,  Southern  Contract  Co.,  etc.  (1898), 
etc.  Co.   (N.  J.  1903),  54  Atl.  413.  47  S.  W.  1091. 

*7  Farmers,'   etc.  Co.  v.   Toledo,  bi  Couse   v.    Columbia,    etc.    Co. 

etc.  R.  R.  Co.  (1893),  54  Fed.  769.  (N.  J.  1895),  33  Atl.  297;   Moffat 

*8  Feld  v.  Roanoke  Inv.  Co.,  123  v.    Smith    (1900),    101    Fed.    771; 

Mo.  603  (1894) ;  Forrester  v.  Bos-  Buckwatter  v.  Whipple,  41  S.  B. 

ton,  etc.  Co.  (1898),  21  Mont.  544',  1010  (Gfa.  1902);  Swan,  etc.  Co.  v. 

55  Pac.  229.  Frank     (1893),    148    U.    S.    603; 

*8  Mason    v.    Pewabic   Min.    Co.  Vicksburg,    etc.    Co.    v.    Citizens' 

(1890),  133  U.  S.  50,  66  Fed.  391.  Tel.  Co.    (1901),  79  Miss.  341,  30 

60  Baltimore,   etc.  T.   Co.  v.   In-  So.  725,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  696. 

terstate,    etc.    T.    Co.    (1893),    54  =2  Ames  &  Harris  v.  Sabin,  107 

Fed.'  50;  Vance  v.  McNab,  etc.  Co.  Fed.  582   (1901). 

(1892),  92  Tenn.  47;   Fort  Payne  53  Russell    v.    Post    (1891),    IS? 

Bank  v.  Alabama  Sanitarium,  103  U.  S.  425. 
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tion  a  creditor  may  garnishee  a  stockholder  upon  his  unpaid  sub- 
scription for  stock."** 

§  833.  Sale  by  one  corporation  to  another. — A  corporation 
may  sell  its  property  to  another  cor^oration.^^  Thus,  a  duly  in- 
corporated irrigating  company,  having  power,  under  its  charter, 
to  construct  and  operate  a  canal  for  irrigation,  waterworks,  and 
manufacturing  purposes,  may,  with  the  assent  of  the  stockholders, 
lawfully  sell  and  convey  to  another  irrigating  company,  its  right 
of  way,  canal,  personal  and  real  property,  provided  it  is  done  in 
good  faith,  and  not  to  delay  or  defraud  creditors."'  And  it  is 
the  same,  where  a  corporation  could  not  be  carried  on  with  profit, 
and  was  approaching  serious  financial  embarrassment.  A  sale, 
without  fraud  and  in  good  faith,  of  all  its  property,  to  a  rival  cor- 
poration engaged  in  the  same  business,  whose  paid-up  stock  was 
given  in  payment,  affords  no  ground  of  complaint  by  a  stock- 
holder."'  But  generally,  when  the  property  of  one  corporation  is 
sold  to  another,  no  shareholder  of  the  former  can  be  required, 
without  his  own  consent,  to  accept  the  stock  of  the  latter  as  his 
share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.°*  The  reason  is  that  such  a 
transaction  would,  in  effect,  amount  to  a  consolidation  of  the  two 
companies."'     A  company*  may,  however,  sell  its  assets  for  the 

B4  Prentice  v.  United  States,  etc.  never  be  able  to  realize  anything 

Co.  (1897),  78  Fed.  106.  on  their  claims,  it  was  held  that 

05  Warfield  v.  Marshall,  etc.  Co.  the  transaction  was  a  valid  one, 
(1887),  72  Iowa,  666,  2  Am.  St.  and  could  not  be  set  aside  at  the 
Rep.  263.  Here  where  the  first  cor-  suit  of  the  unsecured  creditors'  of 
poration  was  insolvent,  and  had  the  first  corporation, 
executed  a  mortgage  to  its  share-  oe  state  v.  Western  Irrigating 
holders  to  secure  them  as  credit-  Canal  Co.  (1888),  40  Kan.  96,  10 
ors,  thus  preferring  them  to  other  Am.  St.  Rep.  166. 
creditors,  and  the  second  corpora-  67  Even  though  he  was  not  noti- 
tion  was  organized  by  the  share-  fled  of,  nor  present  at,  the  meet- 
holders  of  the  first  and  other  per-  ing  at  which  the  transfer  was  de- 
sons,  all  paying  value  for  their  cided  upon.  Sawyer  v.  Dubuque 
stock  therein,  and  the  first, corpo-  Printing  Co.  (1889),  77  Iowa,  242. 
ration  sold  its  property  to  the  sec-  bs  Taylor  v.  Earle,  8  Hun,  1; 
ond  corporation  so  organized,  in  Frothingham  v.  Barney,  6  Hun, 
consideration  that  the  second  cor-  366;  McCurdy  v.  Meyers,  44  Pa. 
poration  would  pay  the  mortgage  St.  535;  In  re  Empire  Assn.,  L.  R. 
to  the  shareholders  in  the  first  4  Eq.  341;  Clinch  v.  Financial  Co., 
corporation,  which  was  the  full  L.  R.  4  Ch.  117;  Bird  v.  Bird's, 
value  of  the  prpperty  conveyed,  etc.  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  358;  Mora- 
and  all  this  was  done  in  good  wetz  on  Corporations,  212. 
faith,  though  with  knowledge  by  59  Morawetz  on  Corporations, 
all  the  parties  that  the  other  cred-  212.  See,  however,  St.  Louis,  etc. 
Itors  of  the  first  corporation  would  R.  Co.  v.  Fiernan,  37  Kan.  606.  . 
Vol.  11  —  79 
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stock  of  another  company,  having  a  fixed  money  value  and  capable 
of  being  converted  into  money  at  any  time,  and  of  being  distrib- 
uted as  money,  among  shareholders  not  consenting  to  the  ar- 
rangement.*^ Statutory  authority  to  transfer  "the  work  done, 
together  with  all  rights,  privileges  and  easements,"  of  a  railroad 
company,  unable  to  complete  the  construction  of  its  line,  to  an- 
other company,  not  competing,  does  not  empower  the  assigning 
of  the  railroad  company's  contracts  of  subscription,  payable  upon 
completion  of  the  road.'^  A  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  running 
to  a  corporation,  "its  successors  and  assigns,"  is  assignable  to, 
and  enforceable  by,  a  corporation  which  succeeds  to  the  business 
and  property  of  such  obligee.'^  Where  an  old-established  cor- 
poration sells  .out  to  a  newly-organized  one,  and  turns  over  all  its 
property,  the  new  company  becomes  liable  upon  the  debts  and 
contracts  of  the  old.''     Therefore,  when  a  corporation,  after  con- 


60  Treadwell  v.  Salisbury  Mfg, 
Co.,  73  Mass.  393,  66  Am.  Dec.  480; 
Morawetz  on  Corporations,  212. 

«i  Toledo,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Hins- 
dale  (1888),  45  Ohio  St.   556. 

62  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Roeber 
(1887),  13  N.  E.  Rep.  419. 

63  Slattery  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co. 
(1886),  91  Mo.  217;  Hibernla  Ins. 
Co.  V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  10  Fed. 
Rep.  596,  13  Fed.  Rep.  516;  Fogg 
V.  Receiver,  17  >  Fed.  Rep.  516; 
Brum  V.  Insurance  Co.,  16  S'ed. 
Rep.  140;  Railroad  v.  Boring,  51 
Ga.  582;  Dean  v.  La  Motte  Lead 
Co.,  59  Mo.  523;  Town  of  Reading 
v.  Wedder,  66  111.  80;  Charitable 
Soc.  V.  Episcopal  Church,  1  Pick. 
371;  Railroad  v.  Bee,  48  Cal.  398; 
Miners'  Ditch  Co.  v.  Zellerbach,  37 
Cal.  543;  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Gas 
Co.,  70  Mo.  98;  Hastings  v.  Drew, 
50  How.  Pr.  254;  Railroad  v. 
Evans,  6  Heisk.  607;  Thompson  v. 
Abbott,  61  Mo.  176.  B.  recovered 
a  judgment  in  1868,  against  a 
railroad  company  shortly  after 'it 
had  assigned  all  its  property  to 
trustees  as  one  of  the  means  of 
transferring  it  to  a  new  company 
"Which  was  contemplated.  One  of 
the  considerations  of  the  assign- 
ment was  the  payment  of  the  old 
company's  debt.     In  1874  the  new 


company  was  organized  and  re- 
ceived a  transfer  of  all  of  the 
property.  In  1880  the  holder  of 
the  judgment  brought  suit  upon  it 
against  the  trustees,  who  de- 
faulted, and  the  new  company, 
pleaded  that  the  debts  due  the 
creditors  of  the  old  company  of 
the  same  class  as  plaintiffs'  claim 
exceeded  its  assets,  and  that 
plaintiff  was  only  entitled  to  a 
pro  rata  of  such  assets  upon  dis- 
tribution among  all  the  creditors; 
and  it  was  held  that  it  should  be 
presumed  the  claims  of  the  other 
creditors  had  been  paid,  or  that 
the  assets  were  ample  for  the  full 
satisfaction  of  the  remaining  ones, 
so  that  the  suit  might  be  main- 
tained without  making  the  other 
creditors  parties.  Galveston,  Har- 
risburg,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Butler,  56 
Tex.  506.  By  deed  from  one  rail- 
road company  to  another,  the  title 
was  reserved  in  the  vendor  till 
the  vendee  had  discharged  the 
vendor's  floating  debt  by  certain 
methods  of  payment.  The  vendee 
made  partial  payment  In  that  way 
by  cash  and  bonds  to  A.,  one  of 
the  vendor's  creditors  and  direct- 
ors, with  the  approval  of  the 
vendor's  president,  and  his  con- 
sent   that   A.   might    appropriate 
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tracting  debts,  transfers,  without  consideration,  all  of  its  property 
to  another  corporation  having  notice  of  the  indebtedness,  equity 
has  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to  enforce  the  indebtedness  against  the 
latter  corporation,  although  no  judgment  has  been  obtained  against 
the  former  one.'*  And,  where  a  corporation,  organized  by  the 
members  of  a  partnership,  passes  a  resolution  to  purchase  the 
assets  of  the  partnership,  and  assumes  its  indebtedness,  it  can  not, 
ty  a  secret  understanding  between  the  directors  that  certain  claims 
are  not  included,  prevent  the  creditor  from  following  the  firm's 
assets  into  the  hands  of  the  corporation. °°  While  consolidation  is 
frequently  effected  by  the  sale  of  the  property  and  franchises  of 
■one  corporation  to  another,  every  case  of  sale  is  not  necessarily  a 
consolidation,  properly  so  called ;  it  may  be  a  mere  succession,  as 
it  has  been  felicitously  termed  by  a  learned  writer,  Mr.  Taylor, 
■who  says  that  a  succession  differs  from  a  consolidation,  in  this 
respect  among  others,  that  the  purchaser  acquiring  the  property 
and  franchises  of  a  corporation,  does  not  thereby  become  respon- 
sible for  its  liabilities  already  accrued.'"  It  will  have  been  seen, 
however,  that  the  later  cases  show  a  disposition  to  follow  the 
assets  of  the  former  corporations,  even  after  a  sale,  for  the  purpose 
of  insuring  that  the  full  amount  of  the  same  shall  be  rendered 
to  the  creditors  of  the  original  corporation. 

§  833a.  Liability  of  a  corporation  purchasing  all  the  prop- 
erty of  another  corporation. — A  company  which  bona  fide  buys 
all  the  assets  of  another  corporation,  is  not  liable  for  its  debts, 
unless  upon  its  express  contract  to  pay  them."^  Even  upon  a 
plan  to  reorganize,  where  the  new  company,  purchasing  at  fore- 
closure sale,  is  to  assume  floating  debts  of  the  foreclosed  com- 

the  sum  to  his  own  use,  tlie  direct-  R.  Co.,  15  S.  C.  10;   and  16  S.  C. 

ors  of  the  company  taking  no  ac-  567;  Cook  v.  Detroit,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 

tion;    and   it   was   held  that  this  43  Mich.  349;   City  of  Menasha  v. 

was  not  a  compliance  with  all  the  Milwaukee,   etc.   R.    Co.,    52   Wis. 

conditions    so    as    to     estop    the  414;  Oilman  v.  Sheboygan,  etc.  R. 

vendor   from    asserting    his    title.  Co.,  37  Wis.  317. 

Tennessee  &  Coosa  R.  Co.  v.  Bast  e^  Holyoke,    etc.    Co.    v.    United 

Alabama  Ry.  Co.,  73  Ala.  426.  States,  etc.   Co.    (Mass.   1902),    65 

64  But  that  the  president  of  the  N.  E.  54;  Fernschild  v.  Yuengling, 
former  corporation  is  not  prop-  etc.  Co.  (1897),  15  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
«rly  a  party  to  such  suit.  Hiber-  29;  Advance,  etc.  v.  Penn,  etc.  Co. 
nia  Ins.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  (1900),  195  Pa.  St.  602;  Tilley  v. 
3  McCrary,  368.  Coykendall   (1902),  69  N.  Y.  App. 

65  Williams  v.  Colby  (1889),  53  Div.  92;  Wallace  v.  Ann  Arbor, 
Hun,  637.  etc.  Ry.  Co.  (1899),  121  Mich.  588; 

.  66,  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  Campbell  v.  Farmers,'  etc.  Bank 
415;  Hammond  v.  Port  Royal,  etc.       (1896),  49  Neb.  143,  68  N.  W.  344. 


1252  POWERS.      '  [§834. 

pany,  the  holders  of  such  debts  have  no  claim,  legal  or  equitable, 
upon  the  new  company."^  But  where  one  corporation  purchases 
all  the  property  of  another,  paying  for  it  in  its  own  stock,  issued 
to  shareholders  of  the  vendor  corporation,  it  must  pay  the  latter's 
obligation,  or  the  property  will  be  sold  and  its  proceeds  applied  to 
their  payment.^^  The  case  is  different  in  consolidation  of  corpor- 
ations ;  the  consolidated  corporation,  in  taking  over  all  the  assets  of 
the  constituent  companies,  assumes  also  all  their  burden  of  debts/* 
A  scheme  by  officers  and  stockholders  of  one  corporation  to  form 
another,  and  sell  all  the  corporate  property  to  it,  in  fraud  of  cred- 
itors, will  make  the  new  corporation  a  mere  continuance  of  the 
old  corporation  and  liable  to  its  general  creditors,  as  well  as  ta 
those  secured/^  The  court  will  set  aside  a  foreclosure  sale  of 
the  corporate  property  promoted  by  the  stockholders,  to  buy  in 
the  property,  in  reorganization,  so  as  to  cut  off  the  claims  of  un- 
secured creditors/^  A  corporation  is  not  a  bona  Ude  purchaser 
of  property  which  it  pays  for  in  its  own  stock.''  A  corporation 
can  not  be  a  partner  in  a  partnership ;  to  enter  into  a  partnership, 
may  forfeit  its  charter  ;'*  an  exception  is  where  one  individual 
owns  all  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation.'''' 

§  834.  Power  of  directors  and  other  officers  to  sell. — In  the 
absence  of  express  restrictions,  the  directors  of  a  corporation  have 
the  power  to  convey  its  property  in  payment  of  its  debts  ;'*  huj: 
they  have  no  power  to  sell  all  its  property,  without  the  consent 
of  the  stockholders,  unless  necessary  to  do  so  for  the  payment 
of  its  debts.'''  "They  can  not  so  dispose  of  its  property  as  to 
virtually  end  its  existence,  and  prevent  it  from  carrying  on  the 
business  for  which  it  was  incorporated.'"*    As  the  managers  of 

«8  Columbus,  etc.  R.  R.  Appeals  73  Fogg  v.  Blain   (1890),  133  U. 

(1901),  109  Fed.  177.  S.  534. 

69  Grenell  v.  Detroit,  etc.  Co.  '*  People  v.  North  River,  etc. 
(1897),  112  Mich.  70.        ^  Co.  (1890),  121  N.  Y.  582. 

70  Morrison  v.  American  Snuff  « Allen  v.  Woonsocket  Co.,  11 
Co.  (1901),  79  Miss.  330,  30  So.  R.  I.  288  (1876) ;  Wilson  v.  Carter, 
923,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  598;  Shaad-  etc.  Co.  (1899),  46  "W.  Va.  469,  33 
ford  V.   Detroit,   etc.  Ry.    (1902),  S.  B.  249. 

89  N.  W.  960.  76  Sargent  v.  Webster,  13  Mete. 

71  Blanc  V.  Paymaster  Min.  Co.  (Mass.)  497,  46  Am.  Dec.  743; 
(1893),  95  Cal.  524,  29  Am.  St.  Buell  v.  Buckingham,  16  Iowa, 
Rep.   149;    Angle  v.  Chicago,   etc.  284,  85  Am.  Dec.  516. 

Ry.  (1894),  151  U.  S.  1.  7rElyton  Land  Co.  v.  Dowdell, 

72  Louisville,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Louis-  113  Ala.  177,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  105. 
ville  T.  Co.  (1899),  174  U.  S.  674.  78  People  v.  Ballard,  134  N.  T. 

269,  1  Keener's  Cas.  630. 
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the  corporation,  they'  have  power  to  sell  all  its  property,  if  neces- 
sary, to  pay  its  debts.'"  The  general  manager  has  no  authority, 
without  express  power,  to  sell  and  convey  or  lease  the  real  estate  *" 
or  other  corporate  property.  The  president  has  no  power,  merely 
by  virtue  of  his  office,  to  sell  and  convey,  or  contract  to  sell  and 
convey,  the  real  estate  or  personal  property  ;^^  nor  has  the  vice- 
president  f^  the  treasurer  f^  the  secretary  ;'*  or  a  bank  cashier,^'' 
by  virtue  of  his  office,  any  implied  power  to  sell  the  property  of 
the  corporation.    ' 

Sale  or  transfer  to  pay  debts. — A  corporation  unrestricted  by 
its  charter  or  statute,  has  the  same  power  as  a  natural  person,  to 
transfer  all  or  any  part  of  its  property  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
its  lawful  debts.'"  And  for  such  purpose  it  may  make  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors.*' 

§  835.  Power  to  sell  the  franchise  to  be  a  corporation. — The 
cases  are  agreed  that  a  railroad  corporation  can  not,  independent 
of  legislative  authority,  alienate  or  mortgage,  its  franchise  to 
be  a  corporation."*  Urider  the  general  incorporation  law  of  Texas, 
one  railroad  company  has  no  power  to  purchase  another  rail- 
road ;  or  to  sell  its  road  to  another  company  or  to  another  person.'* 

fsMcBlroy    v.    Minnesota,    etc.  -wealth   v.    Smith,   10   Allen,   448; 

Co.,  96  Wis.  317.  East  Boston,  etc.  R.   Co.  v.   Hub- 

80  Stow  V.  Wyse,  7  Conn.  214,  IS  bard,  10  Allen,  459;  Richardson  v. 

Am.  Dec.  99;   Hartford  Iron  Min-  Sibley,  11  Allen,  65;  Hall  v.  Sulli- 

ing  Co.  V.  Cambria  Mining  Co.,  80  van  R.  Co.,  21  Law  Rep.  138;    1 

Mich.  491.  Brun.    Col.    Cas.    613;     Pierce    v. 

SI  Pittsburg     Melting     Co.      v.  Emery,  32  N.  H.  484;  Richards  v. 

Reese,  118  Pa.  St.  355;   Crump  v.  Merimack,  etc.  Co.,  44  N.  H.  127, 

United  States  Mining  Co.,  7  Grat.  136;  Bardstown,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Met- 

(Va.)  352,  56  Am.  Dec.  116;  Titus  calfe,  4  Mete.   (Ky.)    199;   Arthur 

V.  Cairo,  etc.  Co.,  37  N.  J.  Law,  98.  v.  Commercial,-etc.  (Bank,  9  Smed. 

82  Morris  v.  Griffith  &  "Wedge  &  M.  394;  Kennebec,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Co.,  69  Fed.  131.  Portland,  etc.  R.  Co.,  59  Me.  9,  23; 

S3  Winsted  Hosiery  Co.  v.  New  Shepley  v.  Atlantic,  etc.  R.  Co.,  55 

Britain    Knitting    Co.,    69    Conn.  Me.  395,  407;  Stewart's  Appeal,  56 

565.  Pa.  St.  413,  422;  Pittsburg,  etc.  R. 

84  Nashua     Iron,     etc.     Co.     T.  Co.   T.  Allegheny  Co.,   63  Pa.   St. 

Chandler,  etc.  Co.,  166  Mass.  419.  126,  135;  Clarke  v.  Omaha,  etc.  R. 

83  Steinke  v.  Yetzer,  108  Iowa,  Co.,  4  Neb.  458,  465;  State  v.  Con- 
612.  solidatlon  Coal  Co.,  46  Md.  1,  9; 

86  Hall  V.  Auburn  Turnpike  Co.,  Hays  v.  Ottawa,  etc.  R.  Co.,  61  111. 

27  Cal.  255,  87  Am.  Dec.  75.  422;  Wood  v.  Bedford,  etc.  R.  Co.. 

87' Crump  V.  United  States  Min-  8    Phila.    94;    Pearce   v.   Madison, 

ing  Co.,  7  Grat.  (Va.)  352,  56  Am.  etc.  R.  Co.,  21  How.  441. 
Dec.  116.  89  Gulf,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris,  67 

ssCoe  V.  Columbus-,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  Tex.  692   (1887). 
<1859),  10  Ohio  St.  372;  Common- 
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Statutory  authority. — The  legislature,  subject  only  to  constitu- 
tional restriction,  may  expressly  authorize  a  quasi  or  other  cor- 
poration to  transfer,  lease  or  encumber  its  property,  and  fran- 
chises and  special  privileges,  as  has  been  done  in  some  States,  al- 
though such  alienation  may  prevent  the  corporation  from  perform- 
ing its  duties  to  the  public ;  but,  without  express  authority '''  any 
contract  made  by  a  ^Maji-public  corporation,  such  as  a  railway, 
canal  or  turnpike,  which  undertakes  without  the  consent  of  the 
State  to  transfer  to  others  the  rights  and  powers  conferred  by  the 
charter,  and  to  relieve  the  grantees  of  the  burdens  which  it  im- 
poses, is  held  to  be  a  violation  of  the  contract  with  the  State, 
and  void  as  against  public  policy."^  The  purchaser  does  not  be- 
come a  corporation  merely  by  virtue  of  the  purchase  and  convey- 
ance, made  under  legislative  authority  to  a  corporation  to  sell  its. 
property  and  franchises,  but  must  organize  under  the  general  cor- 
poration law,  unless  in  such  authority  the  legislature  expressly 
provided  that  the  purchaser  should  be  a  corporation."^  Or,  it  may 
be  said  that  such  a  corporation,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  author- 
ity, has  no  right  to  sell  its  franchise  to  be  a  corporation,  or  any 
property  essential  to  its  exercise,  acquired  under  law  of  eminent 
domain."^  So  also,  transfers  of  powers  of  one  such  corporation 
to  another,  are  against  public  policy,  and  the  courts  will  not  pro- 
mote transfer,"*  for  the  further  reason,  if  corporations  were  al- 
lowed to  sell  their  franchises  to  others,  a  single  corporation  might 
acquire  and  monopolize  the  powers  and  privileges  of  all  its  rivals, 
destroy  competition  and  control  the  markets.  To  prevent  the  pos- 
sibility of  such  disasters  to  the  public,  public  policy  demands  that 
corporations  be  kept  under  legislative  supervision  and  restraint."^ 
A  corporation  can  not  evade  liability  by  delegating  to  another  the 

90  Snell  V.  City  of  Chicggo,  133  ton,  etc.  R.  Co.,  115  Mass.  347," 
111.  413,  8  L.  R.  A.  858;  Lauman  Branch  v.  Jesup,  106  XT.  S.  468, 
V.  Lebanon,  etc.  Co.,  30  Pa.  St.  46,      484. 

72  Am.  Dec.  685;  Rafferty  v.  Cen-  92  Snell  v.  ^City  of  Chicago,  13S 

tral  Packing  Co.,  147  Pa.  St.  579,  111.  413,  8  L.  R.  A.  858;  Memphis, 

30  Am.  St.  Rep.  763.  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Comm'rs, 

91  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101  112  U.  S.  610. 

U.  S.  71,  83;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  93  Fietsam   v.   Hay    (1887),   12^ 

V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  R.  Co.,  118  U.  S.  111.  293,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  492. 

290;    Troy,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Boston,  o*  Chicago  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Peo- 

etc.  R.  Co.,  86  N.  Y.  107;  Fanning  pie's  Gas  Light  Co.  (1887),  121  111. 

V.  Osborne,  102  N.  Y.  441;    Stew-  530,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  124. 

art's  Appeal,  56  Pa.  St.  413;  Com-  95  Brunswick,  etc.  Co.  v.  United 

monwealth    v.    Smith,    114    Mass.  Gas,  etc.  Co.,  85  Ivie.  532,  35  Am. 

448,  456;  Middlesex  R.  Co.  v.  Bos-  St.  Rep.  385,  1  Keener's  Gas.  641, 


§  835.]  POWERS.  1255 

performance  of  its  public  duties."'  And,  negatively,  a  corporation 
owing  a  public  duty,  can  not  contract  not  to  perform  that  duty.'^ 
The  general  rule  holds  good  that  a  bank,  incorporated  under  a 
special  act  of  the  legislature,  can  not,  in  the  absence  of  statutory 
enactment,  sell,  transfer  or  assign  its  franchise;  that  is,  the  cor- 
porate rights  and  privileges  conferred  upon  it  by  the  legislative 
grant."*  So,  also,  where  some  of  the  stockholders  of  one  railway 
company  bought  up  all  the  stock  and  bonds  of  another  and  de- 
stroyed them,  without,  however,  buying  the  road  itself,  yet,  taking 
themselves  to  be  owners  of  the  road  from  the  purchase  of  the 
stock  and  bonds,  sold  it  to  a  third  company,  it  was  held  that  a 
creditor  of  the  second  company,  having  obtained  judgment  against 
it,  had  the  right  to  levy  execution  on  the  road  and  franchise, — the 
purchase  and  destruction  of  the  stock  and  bonds,  and  subsequent 
sale  to  the  third  company,  not  constituting  a  dissolution  of  the 
second  so  as  to  relieve  it,  as  a  corporation,  from'  all  its  debts  and 
obligations.""  As  to  what  is  included  under  the  term  franchise,  it 
has  been  decided  thai  a  railroad  with  all  its  rights,  franchises  and 
property,  is  not  an  entirety.^  And  the  line  has  been  clearly  drawn 
between  it  and  alienable  property.  It  is,  that  a  railroad  company 
cannot  alienate  real  property,  acquired  and  held  for  the  exclusive 
purpose  of  the  exercise  of  a  franchise  which  can  not  be  alienated, 
but  it  may  alienate  things  unnecessary  for  its  use  after  the 
road  is  constructed  and  prepared  for  use/  which  are  to  be  regarded 
as  personal  property.''  The  distinction  is  made  that  the  franchises 
to  build  or  manage  a  railroad,  and  take  tolls  thereon,  are  not  nec- 
essarily corporate  rights,  and  may  be  assigned  and  enjoyed  by  an 
individual,  but  the  right  to  be  or  fomj  a  corporation,  is  not  the 
subject  of  sale  or  transfer,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  and  does,  not 

osLancaster,  etc.  Co.  v.  Rhoads  i  Dinsmore   v.    Racine,    etc.    R. 

(1887),  116  Pa.  St.  377,  2  Am.  St.  Co.,  12  Wis.  659,  663;    Hill  v.  La 

Rep.  608.  Crosse,  etc.  R.  Co.,  11  "Wis.  226. 

97  So   a  contract,  by  a  corpora-  2  Coe  v.   Columbus,   etc.   R.   Co. 

tion  authorized  to  make  and  sell  (1859),  10  Ohio  St.  372;   Shaw  v. 

gas,    to    discontinue    such    manu-  Norfolk  Co.   R.  Co.,   5  Gray,  162, 

facture    and   sale,    is    ultra   vires  180;  Arthur  v.  Commercial  Bank, 

and  void.    Chicago  Gas  Light  Co.  9  Smed.  &  M.  394;  Miller  v.  Rut- 

V.  People's  Gas  Light  Co.   (1887),  land,  etc.  R.  Co.,  36  Vt.  452,  473; 

121  111.  530,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  124.  Kelly   v.    Trustees,    58   Ala.    489; 

ssFietsam   v.   Hay    (1887),   122  Wood  v.   Bedford,   etc.   R.    Co.,    8 

111.  293.  Phila.  94;  Richards  v.  Merrimack, 

99  Gulf,  etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Morris,  67  etc.  Co.,  44  N.  H.  127,  136. 
Tex.  692  (1887). 
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go  with  the  property  and  franchises  when  sold.'  The  power  to 
sell,  mortgage  or  lease  the  franchises  or  property,  even  the  fran- 
chise to  be  a  corporation,  may,  of  course,  be  expressly  authorized 
by  the  legislature.*  So,  the  legislature  may  ratify  and  confirm 
such  acts  when  done  without  authority.''  Of  course,  general  laws 
may  authorize  any  corporation  to  sell  to  another  company 
all  its  property,  rights,  privileges,  and  franchises,  when  each 
company  has  been  incorporated  under  the  law  of  the  same  State." 
Where  the  act,  under  the  authority  of  which  a  certain  company  j 
purchased  the  property  and  franchises  of  another,  provides  that 
all  existing, contracts  for  water  privileges  "shall  be  respected  and 
maintained  at  rates  not  exceeding  the  present  rates,"  it  is  held 
that  this  provision  does  not  make  perpetual,  at  the  option  of  the 
lessee,  such  contracts,  but  rrierely  binds  the  purchaser  to  respect 
them  during  the  remainder  of  the  unexpired  term  which  they  have 
to  run.'' 

E. 

POWER  TO  LEASE  THE  CORPORATE  PROPERTY. 

§836.     General  power  to  lease. — Subject  to  the  qualifica-  . 
tions  above  stated  in  the  case  of  sale,  private  corporations  may 
lease  their  property  with  the  same  freedom  as  individuals,  where 
there  is  no  public  interest  involved.^     A  corporation  may  lease  its 
property  for  a  hundred  years,  although  that  is  beyond  the  term  of 

sRagan  v.  Aiken  (1882),  9  Lea,  corporation,  and  that  the  hill  was 

609;    Hall  v.   Sullivan  R.  Co.,  21  properly  filed   against   his   as   an 

Law  Rep.  138;  Meyer  v.  Johnson,  individual. 

53  Ala.  237;   State  v.  Sherman,  22  *1    Rorer    on    Railroads,    257; 

Ohio  St.  428;    Smith  v.  Gower,  2  State  v.  Sherman,  22  Ohio  St.  411, 

Duer,    17;    Wilson    v.    Gaines,    3  428;    State  v.   Richmond,    etc.   R. 

Tenn.   Ch.   602.     In  the  principal  Co.,  72  N.  C.  634;   Mahaska,  etc. 

case  the  bill  alleged  that  a  partic-  R.  Co.  v.  Des  Moines  Valley  R.  Co., 

ular   railroad,   with   all   its   prop-  28  Iowa,  437;  East  Boston,  etc.  R. 

erty,   effects   and   franchises,   was  Co.  v.  Eastern  R.   Co.,   13  Allen, 

sold  under  the  proceeding  by  the  422. 

state  against  delinquent  railroads,  ^  Shaw  v.  Norfolk  Co.  R.  Co.,  5 

and    subsequently    resold    by    the  Gray,  162,  179;  Richards  v.  Merri- 

purchaser      to       an       individual  mack,  etc.  Co.,  44  N.  H.  127,  136. 
named,  and  by  him  to  the  defend-  e  Hatch     v.     American     Union 

ant,  who  had  continued  to  oper-  Telegraph  Co.,  9  Abb.  N.  Cas.  223; 

ate  the  road  under  the  charter  of  New  York  Laws  1870,  ch.  568. 
the  original  corporation,  and  had  t  Hurt  v.  Terrill   (1887),  83  Va. 

charged    and    received    from    the  167 ;  Va.  Acts  1878-9,  p.  118,  §  6. 
complainants     excessive     freight,  s  vide  cases  cited,  infra,  in  this 

and  it  was  held,  upon  demurrer,  section;     Vide    infra,    Powers    of 

that   the   defendant  was   not   the  Railroads  to  Lease,  §§  1042-1051. 
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the  charter."  A  city  may  legally  contract  with  a  private  corpora- 
tion, for  its  use  of  the  streets,  for  a  period  longer  than  that  of 
the  latter's  corporate  existence.^"  Under  laws  providing  that  an 
association  may  erect  and  maintain  docks  along  the  shore  of  its 
lands,  and  have  the  exclusive  control  of  them,  the  association  may 
lease  the  exclusive  control  of  such  docks  to  another.^^  Under 
clauses  in  a  company's  charter,  giving  any  act  or  contract  done  by 
two-thirds, of  the  stockholders  the  same  validity  as  if  the  consent 
of  every  shareholder  were  obtained  thereto, — after  nine  years'  un- 
successful working  by  a  porcelain  company,  the  lease  -of  all  its 
works  and  buildings  for  twenty-one  years,  was  valid.^^  It  has 
been  decided,  however,  that  a  corporation,  authorized  by  its  char- 
ter to  sell  the  real  estate  'necessary  for  the  transaction  of  its  busi- 
ness when  not  required  for  the  uses  of  the  corporation,  can  not 
lease  such  real"  estate,  nor  can  it  maintain  an  action  for  rent,  un- 
der a  lease,  such  lease  not  being  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  chartered.^'  And  it  is  a  reason  given 
for  disallowing  leases  of  all  the  property  of  a  company,  that  the 
company  was  thereby  deprived  of  its  power  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  its  creation.'^*  In  a  New  Jersey  case,  in  holding  voi,d  a 
lease  of  its  franchise  to  a  corporation,  for  construction  of  a  railroad 
and  canal,  Chancellor  Zabriskie  said:  "This  rule  is  founded  on 
reason  and  principle.  The  franchises  granted  by  the  State,  are 
often  parts  of  the  sovereign  power  delegated  to  a  subject,  and 

9  Brown  v.  Schleler  (1902),  118  erty  pf  tlie  corporation  for  a  pe- 
Fed.  Rep.  981;  Sioux,  etc.  Co.  v.  riod  of  at  least  five  years;  it  will 
Trust  Co.  (1897),  82  Fed.  Rep.  124.      preclude  for  a  like  period  the  ex- 

10  Detroit,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Detroit,  64  ercise  annually  by  the  stockhold- 
Fed.  Rep.  628  (1894).  ers   of  their  judgment  as   to  the 

11  Smith  V.  Berndt  (1888),  1  particular  character  and  method 
N.  Y.  Supp.  108.  of  conducting '  the  business  affairs 

12  Featherstonehaugh  v.  Lee  of  the  corporation;  and  it  denies 
Moor,  etc.  Co.  (1865),  L.  R.  1  Eq.  to  the  stockholders  any  right  of 
318.  suggestion  or  disapproval   of  the 

13  Metropolitan  Concert  Co.  v.  conditions  upon  which  a  relin- 
Abbey,  52  N.  Y.  Super,  Ct.  Rep.  97.  quishment  of  important  corporate 

14  Cass  V.  Manchester  (1881),  9  faculties  may  be  conceded.  Surely 
Fed.  Rep.  640;  McKennan,  J.,  said  a  power  which  will  be  attended 
in  this  case:  "The  change  pro-  with  such  consequences  does  not 
posed  is  not  organic,  it  is  true,  relate  'to  the  ordinary  business 
but  it  is  thorough  and  funda-  transactions,'  nor  'to  the  orderly 
mental,  as  it  affects  the  adminis-  and  proper  administration  of  the 
tratlon  of  the  company's  affairs.  affairs  of  the  company,'  and  hence 
it  involves  a  withdrawal  from  the  cannot  be  exercised  by  the  direct- 
control  and  management .  of  the  ors  without  express  authority  to 
stockholders   of   the   entire  prop-  them." 
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always  privileges  to  which  other  citizens  ape  not  entitled.  In 
these  grants,  the  State  is  supposed  to  regard  the  character  of  the 
grantee,  or  the  guards  and  restrictions  placed  upon  the  corpora- 
tion, when  the  grant  is  by  a  charter  to  persons  continually 
changing  by  transfer  of  stock.  In  this  case  the  franchises  of  main- 
taining a  canal  and  railroad  across  public  highways  and  navigable 
rivers,  and  of  taking  tolls  and  rates  of  fare  fixed  by  themselves 
without  control,  are,  with  others,  a  material  part  of  the  property 
leased ;  these  can  not  be  leased  or  aliened  without  consent  of  the 
State.^^  -It  has  been  said  that  a  railway  company  may  lease  its 
property  and  road,  when  not  prohibited  by  statute  or  some  principle 
of  public  policy.^"  And  it  would  seem  that  a  railroad  company, 
possessing  rolling-stock  acquired  or  manufactured  for  the  purposes 
of  the  company,  would  be  entitled  to  let  such  rolling-stock,  when 
it  is  not  wanted  for  the  working  oif  its  own  line.^^  Upon  the 
same  principle,  where  the  lines  of  two  companies  are  continuous, 
and  the  traffic  of  the  one  can  be  profitably  worked  only  in  con- 
nection with  the  other,  that  the  latter  may  agree  to  supply  the 
former  with  such  rolling-stock  as  it  may  require,  though  this 
may  involve  the  manufacture  of  rolling-stock  in  excess  of  its  own 
wants  .^*  Two  telegraph  companies  entered  into  an  agreement,  by 
which  either  company  was  given  the  right  to  string  its  wires  on 
any  of  the  poles  owned  by  the  other,  and  to  operate  such  wires  for 
its  own  benefit.  On  non-payment  of  the  rent  provided  for,  the  com- 
pany whose  poles  were  thus  used,  might  direct  thcNOther  to  remove 
its  wires,  and  if  they  were  not  removed  within  six  months  after 
such  notice,  they  were  to  become  the  property  of  the  company 
upon  whose  poles  they  were  placed.  Afterwards  the  defendant, 
acting  under  an  arrangement  with  the  receiver  of  one  of  the 
companies,  entered  on  the  premises  in  possession  of  the  other 
company,  and  cut  the  wires  which  the  latter  had  strung  on  the 
poles  of  the  first  company,  no  previous  demand  having  been  made 
for  their  removal.  There  was  some  irregularity  in  the  proceed- 
ings of  an  executive  committee  of  the  first  company,  authorizing  ^ 
the  agreement  as  to  the  use  of  its  poles.     The  action  of  the 

15  Black  T.  Delaware  &  Raritan  Div.  449,  48  Law  J.  Ch.  428,  5  App. 

Canal  Co.,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  399.  C.  473. 

10  Pittsburg,   etc.   R.   Co.   v.   Co-  is  Attorney-General      v.      Great 

lumbus,  etc.  R.  Co.,  8  Biss.  456.  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  11  Ch.  Div.  449, 

IT  Browne  &  Theobald's  Railway  48   Law  J.   Ch.   428,   5  App.   Cas. 

Law,    96,    citing   Attorney-General  473;    Browne   &   Theobald's   Rall- 

T.   Great  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  11  Ch.  way  Law,  97. 
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committee  in  the  premises  was  afterwards  ratified  by  a  resolution 
of  the  directors,  which  resohition  was  itself  irregular  and  of  doubt- 
ful validity,  but  no  member  of  the  corporation  ever  attempted  to 
disaffirm  the  agreement.  It  was  held,  however,  that  the  de- 
fendant could  not  question  its  validity  as  a  corporate  act ;  that  the 
objection,  that  the  agreement  was  not  sanctioned  by  three-fifths 
in  interest  of  the  stockholders  of  one  of  the  companies,  had  no 
force,  inasmuch  as  that  agreement  involved  no  lease,  sale  or  con- 
veyance of  the  property  of  the  company,  or  of  any  of  its  rights,, 
privileges  or  franchises,  or  any  interest  therein,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute;  and  that  even  if  the  agreement  required  such 
sanction,  the  omission  to  obtain  it  was  not  available  to  defendant.^* 
Where  a  contract  of  leasing  is  complete  and  executed,  a  plea  of 
ultra  vires  by  a  defendant  corporation  is  inadmissible  in  an  action 
to  enforce  it.^"  Laches  and  the  intervention  of  other  equities,  may 
prevent  stockholders  from  obtaining  any  relief  from  an  ultra  vires 
leasing  of  the  property  of  the  company,  as  in  the  case  of  other 
ultra  vires  acts.^^  Receipt  of  rent  by  the  corporation,  from  a 
tenant,  under  lease  made  by  its  principal  officer  in  his  own  name, 
is  ratification  of  the  lease. ^^  A  foreign  corporation,  when  allowed 
to  do  business  in  the  State,  has  the  power,  and  by  comity  the  same 

19  Farnsworth  v.  Western  Union  gaged  its  road,  became  bankrupt^ 
Tel.  Co.   (1889),  53  Hun,  636.  and  was  dissolved  by  a  Conneeti- 

20  So  held  where  a  railroad  com-  cut  decree.  The  mortgagees  after- 
pany  built  a  branch  railroad,  wards  foreclosed  in  Rhode  Island 
upon  the  promise  of  another  com-  and  formed  the  New  York  &  New 
pany  to  lease  it  for  999  years  at  a  England  E.  R.  Co.  The  road  and 
certain  yearly  rental,  and  where,  property  passed  into  the  posses- 
after  using  the  completed  road  sion  of  this  latter  company  by 
for  years  without  objection,  pay-  deeds  from  the  mortgage  trustees, 
ment  of  the  stipulated  rental  was  and  from  the  assignees  of  the 
refused  upon  the  ground  that  the  bankrupt  company.  In  1875  cer- 
acceptance  of  the  lease  was  tain  stockholders  of  the  H.  P.  & 
ultra  vires.  Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.  F.  R.  Co.  brought  a  suit  in  equity 
V.  May's  Landing,  etc.  R.  Co.,  48  in  Rhode  Island  to  set  aside  the 
N.  J.  L.  530   (1887).  agreement  and  lease;   and  it  was 

21  The  Hartford,  Providence  &  held  that  the  agreement  and  lease 
Fishkill  R.  Co.,  a  Rhode  Island  were  ultra  vires,  but  that  plaint- 
corporation,  in  1863,  executed  an  iffs,  by  laches  and  by  the  inter- 
agreement  transferring  all  Its  vention  of  other  equities,  were 
property,  in  perpetuam,  to  the  precluded  from  relief.  Boston  & 
Boston,  Hartford  &  Erie  R.  Co.,  Providence  R.  Co.  v.  New  York  & 
the  stockholders  of  the  former  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  13  R.  I.  260.  Pot- 
company    to    be    remunerated    by  ter,  J.,  dissenting. 

stock  in  the  latter,  or  by  payment  22  Anderson    v.    Connor    (1904), 

of  a  fixed  price  per  share.     The      87  N.  Y.  S.  449. 
latter   company   afterwards   mort- 
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right  as  a  domestic  corporation,  to  take  a  lease  of  property,  such 
as  may  be  requisite  for  its,  business  in  the  State  ;^'  but  subject  to 
its  laws  and  public  policy.^* 

F. 

POWER   TO    MORTGAGE   THE    CORPORATE   PROPERTY   OR    FRANCHISES. 

§  845.     General  power  to  mortgage   corporate  property. — 

The  power  to  alienate  property,  includes  the  power  to  encumber 
it.  The  power  to  borrow,  carries  with  it  by  implication,  unless 
restrained  by  charter,  the  power  to  secure  the  loan  by  mortgage.^"' 
A  strictly  private  corporation  has  the  equal  power  with  a  natural 
person  to  alienate  its  property,  real  or  personal,  by  >vay  of  mort- 
gage, or  pledge,  or  otherwise,^^  in  order  to  raise  money  to  carry 
on  its  business.  And,  though  there  be  no  express  power  given 
to  a  corporation  in  its  charter  to  borrow  money  on  mortgage,  but 
power  is  conferred  upon  its  directors  to  make  all  necessary  con- 
tracts, and  to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  any  portion  of  its  prop- 
erty whenever,  in  their  judgment,  it  shall  be  found  to  be  to  the 
interest  of  the  company, — the  exercise  of  the  power  to  borrow,  and 
to  secure  the  loan  by  mortgage  from  the  company,  is  valid.^^  So, 
further,  the  power  of  a  corporation  to  pledge  securities  owned  by 
it,  for  the  payment  of  its  debts,  is  included  in  the  power  to  sell  such 
securities  for  that  purpose.^^  And  moreover,  a  deed  by  a  man- 
ufacturing corporation  to  secure  the  individual  indebtedness  of 
its  president,  is  held  not  to  be  ultra  vires,  where  it  is  itself  indebted 
to  him  in  like  amount.^'  The  mortgage  must  be  made  by  the 
proper  authorities,  however,  if  it  is  to  be  valid.'"    A  mortgage, 

23  Northern,  etc.  Co.  T.  City  of  (1886),   63  Wis.  45;    Aurora,  etc. 
Chicago,  7  Biss.  45.  Soc.  v.  Paddock,  80  III.  264. 

24  Van  Stubeii  v.  Central  R.  Co.,  27  Booth  v.  Robinson  (1886),  55 
etq.,  178  Pa.  St.  167.  Md.  419. 

25  Union   Trust   Co.   v.    Mercan-  28  Leo  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co., 
tile,  etc.  Co.  189  Pa.  St.  263;  New  17  Fed.  Rep.  273. 

Briton,  etc.  Bank  v.  Cleveland  Co.,  29  Merchants'  Bank  V.  Pomeroy 

158  N.  Y.  722;  Jones  v.  Guaranty,  Flour  Co.,  41  Ohio  St.  552. 
etc.  Co.,  101  U.  S.  622;  Bardstown,  3o  Under  the  Civil  Code  of  Cali- 

etc.  V.  Metcalfe,  4  Mete.  (Ky.)  206,  fornia,  declaring  that  the  powers 

81  Am.  Dec.  541;  Benbow  v.  Cook,  of    a    corporation    must    be    exer- 

115  N.  C.  324,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  454;  cised,  and  its  property  controlled, 

Wright  V.  Hughes  (1889),  119  Ind.  by  its  board  of  directors,  and  pro- 

328,   12   Am.   St.   Rep.   412;    Com-  viding  that  the  decision  of  a  ma- 

missioners  v.  Atlantic,  etc.  R.  Co.,  jority    of    the     directors,    "made 

77  N.  C.  289.  when  duly  assembled,"  is  valid  as 

28  Lehigh    Valley    Coal    Co.    v.  a  corporate  act,  a  mortgage  exe- 

West  Depere  Agricultural  Works  cuted  by  the  president  and  secre- 
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when  given  by  a  corporation  for  more  than  one-half  the  stock 
actually  paid  in,  is  not  ultra  viresyand  invalid,  although  the  giv- 
ing of  such  mortgage  is  forbidden  by  the  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion.^^ In  a  case,  however,  where  a  mortgage  loan  did  not  in- 
crease the  indebtedness  of  the  company,  it  was  not  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  constitution  of  Pennsylvania,  which  declares  that  the 
stock  and  indebtedness  of  corporations  shall  not  be  increased, 
without  the  consent  of  the"  majority  of  the  stockholders.'^  A 
mortgage  made  and  recorded,  before  a  proposition  to  a  contractor 
is  accepted,  and  before  any  work  is  done,  does  not  come  within 
the  prohibition  of  an  act  providing  that  improvement  companies 
shall  not  make  an  assignment,  conveyance,  mortgage,  or  other 
transfer  of  their  estate,  while  debts  or  liabilities  to  contractors  re- 
main unpaid, — without  their  written  consent.''  And  under  such 
a  provision,  a  written  assent  by  the  corporators,  that  the  real  and 
personal  property  of  the  company  "may  be  mortgaged,"  is  broad 
enough  to  warrant  the  cancellation  of  a  mortgage  on  some  of  its 
chattels,  and  the  substitution  of  another  mortgage  on  other  chattels 
of  the  company.'*  But  a  provision  in  articles  of  incorporation, 
that  "no  instrurrient  affecting  the  title  to  real  estate,  shall  be 
binding,  unless  ordered  at  a  meeting  of  the  ofHcial  board,"  does 
not  apply  to  a  release  of  a  rhortgage.'"  As  to  the  formalities  of 
execution,  it  is  held  that  a  mortgage,  executed  in  behalf  of  a  cor- 
poration, is  not  vitiated,  as  between  the  parties,  because,  in  the 
certificate  of  acknowledgment,  the  treasurer  acknowledged  the 
instrument  to  be  his  own  free  act  and  deed.'®  So,  a  mortgage  by 
a  corporation,  by  its  attorney-in-fact  is  sufficient,  if  executed  in 
the  name  of  the  corporation,  under  the  attorney's  own  hand  and 

tary,  without  a  resolution  of  the  mortgage,  did  not  render  the  mort- 

board  of  directors,  is  void,  though  gage  valid.                                           ' 

ratiiied    by    the    holders    of    two-  si  Warfield  v.  Marshall,  etc.  Co. 

thirds  of  the  stock.   Action  by  the  (1887),  66  Iowa,  72. 

board   is   not   dispensed   with,    in  32  Appeal  of  Powell   (Pa.  1890), 

the  case  of  a  mining  corporation,  19     Atl.    Rep.     559;     Pa.    Const., 

by  the  act  providing  that  it  is  un-  art.  xvi,  §  7. 

lawful  for  the   directors   of  such  ss  Appeal    of   Reed    (Pa.    1889), 

corporation  to  sell,  mortgage,  etc.,  isO  Pa.  St.  333;  Pa.  Act  1843,  Jan- 

unless  the  act  be  ratified  by  the  uary.  21. 

holders   of  at  least  two-thirds  of  s*  Star  Prating  Co.  v.  Andrews 

the  stock.    Alta  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  (1890),  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  731. 

Alta   Placer   Min.   Co.    (1889),   78,  36  Stevenson  v."  Polk  (1887),  71. 

Cal.  629;   Cal.  Civil  Code,  §§  305,  Iowa,  278. 

308.     In  this  case  the  levy  of  an  ss  Fitch  v.  Lewiston  Steam-Mill 

assessment    by    the    directors,    to  Co.  (1888),  80  Me.  34. 

pay  a  debt  secured  by  the  invalid' 
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seal;  and  it  is  no  objection  that  the  seal  of  the  corporation  was 
not  affixed  thereto,  when  it  appears  that  the  power  of  attorney- 
was  under  S€al.''  In  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  personal 
property,  to  which  the  plaintiffs  claim  title  under  a  mortgage  from 
a  corporation,  the  introduction  of  the  mortgage  upon  which  the 
signature  and  seal  appear  to  be  regular  and  proper,  is  sufficient  to 
allow  the  jury  to  find  that  the  mortgage  is  valid,  that  the  corpor- 
ation is  diily  established,  and  that  the  person  signing  the  name 
of  the  corporation,  had  authority  so  to  do;  and  these  facts  are 
sufficient,  prima  facie  to  establish  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  as  to 
title,  unless  attacked."'  Mortgages  which  have  been  executed, 
the  money  borrowed  having  been  received  and  expended,  are  not 
affected  by  the  invalid  purpose  for  which  they  were  made.^* 

Power  to  give  a  mortgage  to  secure  future  advances. — A  mort- 
gage for  future  advances,  was  valid  at  common  law,  and  is  held 
valid  throughout  the  United  States,  where  not  forbidden  by  local 
law.*" 

§  847.  Power  to  mortgage  or  sell  franchise  denied. — ^A  cor- 
poration created  for  a  public  purpose,  such  as  constructing,  own- 
ing and  managing  a  railroad  for  the  accommodation  and  benefit 
of  the  public,  can  not,  without  distinct  legislative  authority,  make 
any  alienation,  absolute  or  conditional,  either  of  the  primary  fran- 
chises to  be  a  corporation,  or  of  the  subordinate  franchise  to 
manage  and  carry  on  its  corporate  business,  without  which 
its  franchise  to  be  a  corporation,  can  have  little  more  than  a 
nominal  value.*^    And  authority  to  a  railroad  company  to  mort- 

3T  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Salem  Cap-  ^0  Jones   v.    Guarantee   Co.,   101 

ital    Flour-Mills    Co.     (1889),    39  U.  S.  622    (1879);  Commonwealtli 

Fed.  Rep.  89.  v.  Smith  (1865),  10  Allen,  448. 

38  Hamilton  v.  McLaughlin,  145  41  Richardson  v.  Sibley  (1865), 
Mass.  20  (1887).  11  Allen,  66,  87  Am.  Dec.  700,  cit- 

39  Wright  v.  Hughes  (1889),  119  Ing  Shrewsbury,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Lon- 
Ind.  324.  Where  a  turnpike  com-  don,  etc.  R.  Co.,  6  H.  L.  Gas.  136; 
pany  issued  bonds,  secured  by  a  York,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Winans,  17 
mortgage  on  its  road,  for  money  How.  39;  Pierce  v.  Emery,  32  N. 
borrowed  to  extend  and  complete  H.  504;  Hall  v.  Sullivan  R.  Co.,  21 
its  road,  stockholders  who  have  Law  Reporter,  140;  Worcester  v. 
acquiesced  therein  until  the  Western  R.  Co.,  4  Mete.  566;  Com- 
money  was  expended  cannot  be  monwealth  v.  Smith  (1865),  10 
heard  to  complain  for  the  first  Allen,  465,  87  Am.  Dec.  672.  In 
time,  upon  suit  to  foreclose  the  the  last  case  cited  the  court  said: 
mortgage,  that  the  bonds  were  "But  in  the  case  of  a  railroad 
unauthorized  and  ultra  vires.  company  created  for  the  express 
Browning  v.  Mullins  (Ky.  1890),  and  sole  purpose  of  constructing, 
13  S.  W.  Rep.  427.  owning  and  managing  a  railroad;. 
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gage  its  road,  income  and  other  property,  does  not  authorize  a 
mortgage  of  its  franchises.*^  So,  in  the  case  of  a  gold-mining 
company,  it  has  been  held  that,  as  a  corporation  could  not  mort- 
gage its  franchises,  a  mortgage,  purporting  to  do  so,  was  so  far 
inoperative.*'  Where  the  charter  expressly  empowers  a  corpora- 
tion to  mortgage  or  otherwise  transfer  its  franchises  and  tangible 
property,  the  "transfer,"  as  to  franchises,  is  used  figuratively. 
The  franchises,  being  mere  privileges  conferred  by  law,  are  not 
transferable,  like  a  piece  of  property,  and  in  the  nature  of  things, 
are  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  execution.** 

§  848.  Effect  of  transfer  of  all  the  property  and  franchises. 
— "The  real  transaction  in  all  such  cases  of  transfer,  sale,  or  con- 
veyance, in  legal  effect  is  nothing  more  or  less,  and  nothing  other, 
than  a  surrender  or  abandonment  of  the  old  charter,  by  the  mis- 
called transferees  or  purchasers.     To  look  upon  it  in  any  other 


authorized  to  take  the  land  for 
this  public  purpose  under  the 
right  of  eminent  domain;  whose 
powers  are  to  be  exercised  by  offi- 
cers expressly  designated  by  stat- 
ute; having  public  duties,  the  dis- 
charge of  which  is  the  leading  ob- 
ject of  its  creation;  required  to 
make  returns  to  the  legislature; 
there  are  certainly  great,  and, 
in  our  opinion,  insuperable  objec- 
tions to  the  doctrine  that  .its 
franchise  can  be  alienated,  and  its 
powers  and  privileges  conferred 
by  its  own  act  upon  another  per- 
son or  body  without  authority 
other  than  that  decreed  from  the 
fact  of  its  own  incorporation. 
The  franchise  to  be  a  corporation 
clearly  cannot  be  transferred  by 
any  corporate  body,  of  its  own 
will.  Such  a  franchise  is  not  in 
its  own  nature  transmissible.  The 
power  to  mortgage  can  only  be  co- 
extensive with  the  power  to 
alienate  absolutely,  because  every 
mortgage  may  become  an  abso- 
lute conveyance  by  foreclosure, 
and  although  the  franchise  to 
exist  as  a  corporation  is  distin- 
guishable from  the  franchises  to 
be  enjoyed  and  used  by  the  corpo- 
ration after  its  creation,  yet  the 
transfer  of  the  latter  differs   es- 


sentially from  mere  alienation  of 
ordinary  corporate  property.  The 
right  of  a  railroad  company  to 
continue  in  being  depends  upon 
the  performahce  of  its  public  du- 
ties. Having  once  established  its 
road,  if  that  and  its  franchise  of 
managing,  using  and  taking  tolls 
or  fares  upon  the  same  are  alien- 
ated, its  whole  power  to  perform 
its  most  important  functions  is  at 
an  end.  A  manufacturing  com- 
pany may  sell  its  mill,  and  buy 
another;  but  a  railroad  company 
cannot  make  a  new  railroad  at 
Its  pleasure."  Stewart's  Appeal 
(1867),  56  Pa.  St.  413;  Atkinson  v. 
Marietta,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1864),  15 
Ohio  St.  21;  Coe  v.  Columbus,  etc. 
R.  Co.  (1859),  10  Ohio  St.  372. 
The  case  of  Kenebec,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Portland,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1871),  59  Me. 
9,  is  directly  to  the  contrary. 

42  Bullan  V.  Cincinnati,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  4  Biss.  35.  But  a  general  law 
may  authorize  the  purchasers  of 
the  property  of  a  railroad  to  ac- 
quire its  franchise  also  by  deed. 
State  V.  Sherman  (1872),  22  Ohio 
St.  411. 

43  Carpenter  v.  Black  Hawk,  etc.. 
Co.  (1875),  65  N.  Y.  50. 

44  Gue  V.  Tide  Water  Canal  Co.^. 
24  How.  257. 
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light,  and  to  regard  the  transaction  as  a  literal  transfer  or  sale 
of  the  charter,  is  to  be  deceived,  we  think,  by  a  mere  figure  of 
speech.  The  vital  part  of  the  transaction,  and  that  without  which 
it  would  be  a  nullity,  is  the  law  under  which  the  transfer  is  made. 
The  statute,  authorizing  the  transfer  and  declaring  its  effect,  is 
the  grant  of  a  new  charter,  couched  in  few  words,  and  to  take 
effect  upon  condition  of  the  surrender  or  abandonment  of  the  old 
charter ;  and  the  deed  of  the  transfer  is  to  be  regarded  as  mere 
evidence  of  the  surrender  or  abandonment."*'  Authority  to  sell 
or  mortgage  the  "property  and  franchises"  of  a  corporation,  does 
not  imply  the  power  to  sell  or  mortgage  the  primary  franchise  of 
being  a  corporation.*^  In  order  to  acquire  the  corporate  property 
and  secondary  franchises,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  purchaser 
should  be  a  corporation.  "The  franchise,  of  being  a  corporation, 
need  not  be  implied  as  necessary  to  secure  the  mortgage  bond- 
holders, or  the  purchasers  at  a  foreclosure  sale,  the  substantial 
rights  intended  to  be  secured.  They  acquire  the  ownership  of  the 
railroad,  and  the  property  incident  to  it,  and  the  franchise  of 
maintaining  and  operating  it  as  such,  and  the  corporate  existence 
is  not  essential  to  its  use  and  enjoyment.  All  the  franchises 
necessary  or  important  to  the  beneficial  use  of  the  railroad,  could 
as  well  be  exercised  by  natural  persons."*' 


POWER    TO    BORROW    OR    LEND    MONEY. 

§  849.  Power  to  borrow  money. — The  power  to  purchase 
property,  and  thereby,  or  in  other  ways,  to  incur  a  debt,  implies 
the  power  in  the  corporation  to  borrow  money.  "Having ,  the 
power  to  acquire  and  hold  personal  and  real  estate,  by  purchase, 
it  has  as  an  incident,  the  power  to  borrow  money  to  make  the 
purchase.  The  exercise  of  such  power  may  be  advantageous  and 
useful,  enabling  the  corporation  the  sooner  to  put  its  powers  into 
active  exercise,  and  to  acquire  the  necessary  property,  on  terms 
more  profitable  to  its  stockholders.  It  would  scarcely  be  afifirmed 
that  the  power  to  acquire  and  hold  real  and  personal  estate,  must 
be  so  narrowed  that  the  corporation  could  not  contract  a  debt  for 

46  By  Chief  Justice  Welch,  in  Vt.  484;  Coe  v.  Col.  etc.  R.  Co.,  10 
State  V.  Sherman,  22  Ohio  St.  411.      Ohio  St.  372,  75  Am.  Dec.  518. 

48  Ct)ok  V.  Detroit,  etc.  R.  Co.,  43  *7  Mr.  Justice  Matthews,  in  Mem- 

Mich.  349;  Eldridge  v.  Smith,  34      phis,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co., 

112  U.  S.  609. 
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its  purchase — that  at  the  very  moment  of  the  purchase  and  con- 
veyance,, the  purchase  money  must  be  counted  out,  or  the  pur- 
chase and  conveyance  is  void.  If  the  necessities  and  interests  of 
the  corporation  require  it,  which  must  be  determined  by  those 
having  charge  of  its  affairs,  and  intrusted  with  the  power  and 
duty, — that  a  debt  be  contracted  in  the  acquisition  of  the  necessary 
property,  the  power  to  contract  it  can  not  be  denied.  If  more  ad- 
vantageous to  borrow  the  money,  and  make  immediate  payment, 
tnan  to  contract  the  debt  for  the  purchase  money  with  the  vendor, 
the  contract  is  equally  within  the  scope  of  corporate  power,  and 
valid.  The  authorities,  we  think,  support  the  proposition  that 
every  private  corporation,  unless  prohibited,  may  borrow  money 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  its  creation."*^  The  idea  of  borrow- 
ing is  not  filled  out,  unless  there  is  in  the  agreement  therefor  a 
promise  or  understanding,  that  what  is  borrowed  will  be  re-paid 
or  returned,  the  thing  itself,  or  something  like  it  of  equal  value, 
with  or  without  compensation,  for  the  use  of  it  in  the  meantime. 
To  borrow  is  the  Reciprocal  action  with  to  lend  or  to  loan.**  The 
weight  of  modern  authority  supports  the  conclusion  that  private 
corporations,  organized  for  pecuniary  profit,  may,  like  individuals, 
borrow  money  whenever  the  nature  of  their  business  renders  it 
proper  or  expedient  that  they  should  do  so.  And  where  there  are 
no  special  restraints  in  their  charters,  they  take  the  power  as 
natural  persons  enjoy  it,  with  all  its  incidents  and  accessories; 
they  may  borrow  money  to  attain  their  legitimate  objects,  precisely 
as  an  individual,  and  bind  themselves  by  any  form  of  obligation 
not  forbidden.^"    A  railroad  company  has  the  right,  by  virtue  of 

48  Alabama,  etc.  Co.  v.  Central,  In  furtherance  of  a  plan  to  wind 
etc.  Co.,  54  Ala.  73.  up  the  affairs  of  a  life  insurance 

49  Kent  V.  Quicksilver  M.  Co.  company  by  buying  up  the  out- 
(1879),  78  N.  Y.  159.  standing  policies,  and  after  all  the 

50  Wright  V.  Hughes  (1889),  119  borrowed  money  had  been  used 
Ind.  528,  citing  New  England,  etc.  many  policies  were  left  outstand- 
Ins.  Co.  T.  Robinson,  25  Ind.  536;  ing  with  almost  no  assets  to  take 
Jones  V.  Guaranty,  etc.  Co.,  101  them  up.  This  plan  of  buying  up 
XJ.  S.  622;  Reichwald  v.  Commer-  the  policies  was  inaugurated  for 
cial  Hotel  Co.,  106  111.  439;  Booth  the  purpose  of  changing  the  busi- 
v.  Robinson,  55  Md.  419;  Hays  v.  ness  of  the  company  to  that  of  ac- 
Galion  (Jas  Light  Co.,  29  Ohio  St.  cident  insurance,  and  it  was  held 
330;  Memphis,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Dow,  that  the  legality  of  that  scheme 
19  Fed.  Rep.  388;  Green's  Brice's  did  not  help  the  outstanding  pol- 
TJltra  Vires,  223;  1  Morawet'z,  icy  holders  in  their  attack  upon 
Corp.,  §§  342,  343.    In  the  princi-  the  securities  for  the  loan. 

pie  case  the  money  was  borrowed 
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its  powers,  and  without  direct  authority  being  given  it  in  its 
charter,  to  borrow  money  and  issue  obligations  therefor."^ 
Where,  however,  a  corporation  is  authorized  to  incur  indebtedness 
to  a  specified  amount,  borrowing  in  excess  of  that  amount,  is  un- 
authorized.^^ And  it  is  so,  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  borrow- 
ing a  sum  of  money  less  than  the  amount  authorized  by  its  charter, 
but  which,  added  to  amounts  previously  borrowed,  makes  the 
total  amount  of  indebtedness  greater  than  that  it  is  authorized  to 
contract.'^  Under  an  act  incorporating  a  railway  company,  and 
providing  that  the  company  "shall  have  the  power  and  authority 
to  borrow  money  in  any  sum  or  sums  not  exceeding  in  amount 
one-half  of  the  par  value  of  the  capital  stock,'-'  the  par  value  of  the 
capital  stock  "is  the  amount  of  paid-up  capital  only,  and  not  the 


51  Philadelphia,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Stichter  (1882),  21  Am.  L.  Reg. 
713.  In  this  case  where  a  railroad 
company,  without  any  direct  au- 
thority by  the  terms  of  Its  charter 
to  borrow  money,  proposed  to  raise 
funds  by  Issuing  irredeemable 
Tjonds  at  a  large  discount  which 
were  not  entitled  to  interest  until 
after  the  common  stock  had  re- 
ceived a  dividend  of  six  per  cent., 
were  then  to  take  all  revenues  up 
to  six  per  cent.,  and  were  then  to 
rank  pari  passu  with  the  common 
shares  for  further  dividends,  it 
was  held  that  the  right  to  issue 
such  bonds  was  within  the  im- 
plied powers  of  the  corporation. 
Adelbert  Hamilton  in  his  note  to 
this  case,  21  Am.  L.  Reg.  720,  to 
the  power  generally  to  borrow 
money,  cites  the  following  cases: 
Beers  v.  Phoenix  Glass  Co.,  14 
Barb.  358;  Partridge  v.  Badger,  25 
Barb.  358;  Clark  v.  Titcomb,  42 
Barb.  122 ;  Commissioners  v. .  At- 
lantic &  N.  C.  R.  Co.,  77  N.  C.  289; 
Tucker  v.  City  of  Raleigh,  75  N. 
C.  267;  Barry  v.  Merchants'  Ex- 
change Bank,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  294; 
Barnes  v.  Ontario  Bank,  19  N.  Y. 
152;  Smith  v.  Law,  21  N.  Y.  296; 
Nelson  v.  Baton,  26  N.  Y.  410; 
Bradley  v.  Ballard,  55  111.  413; 
Lucas  V.  Pitney,  27  N.  J.  L.  221; 


Mobile,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Talman,  15 
Ala.  474;  Moss  v.  Harpeth  Acad., 
7  Heisk.  283;  Oxford  Iron  Co.  v. 
Spradley,  46  Ala.  98;  Ala.  etc.  Co. 
v.  Cent.  etc.  Assn.,  54  Ala.  73; 
Bank  of  Chillicothe  v.  Chillicothe, 
70  Ohio,  415;  Rldgway  v.  Farm- 
ers' Bank,  12  S.  &  R.  256;  Magee 
V.  Mokelumme,  etc.  Co.,  5  Cal.  258; 
Union  M.  Co.  v.  Rocky  Mt.  Bank, 
2  Colo.  256;  Hamilton  v.  New  Cas- 
tle, etc.  R.  Co.,  9  Ind.  359;  Rock- 
well V.  Elkhorn  Bank,  13  Wis.  653; 
Fay  V.  Noble,  12  Cush.  1;  Commer- 
cial Bank  v.  Newport  Manuf.  Co., 
1  B.  Mon.  19;  Holbrook  v.  Basset, 

5  Bosw.  147;  Furness  v.  Gilchrist, 
1  Sandf.  67 ;  Bank  of  Austrailasia, 

6  Moo.  P.  C.  152,  193;  Forbes  v. 
Marshall,  24  L.  J.  Exch.  305;  In 
re  International,  etc.  Co.,  L.  R.  10 
Eq.  Cas.  312;  Australia,  etc  Co.  v. 
V.  Mounsey,  4  K.  &  J.  733;  In  re 
German  M.  Co.,  4  De  G.,  M.  &  G. 
19. 

62  Pool  V.  West  Point,  etc.  Assn., 
30  Fed.  Rep.  513;  Warfield  v.  Mar- 
shall County,  etc.  Co.,  72  Iowa, 
666;  Ossipee  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Can- 
ney,  52  N.  H.  295;  Auerbach  v. 
Le  Sueur  Mill  Co.,  28  Minn.  291. 

63  Ossipee  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Canney, 
52  N.  H.  295;  Auerbach  v.  Le 
Sueur  Mill  Co.,  28  Minn.  291. 
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full  amount  of  authorized  capital.^*  Although  a  corporation  has 
incurred  an  indebtedness  greater  than  its  authorized  limit,  the 
contract  is  binding  upon  it  whenever  it  has  actually  received  the 
money  borrowed.^^  And  extending  the  principle  still  further, 
where  the  directors  of  a  corporation,  acting  in  good  faith,  on  the 
reports  and  representations  of  its  authorized  agents,  borrow 
money  for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
show  that  the  money,  so  borrowed,  was  actually  appropriated  to 
the  use  of  the  corporation,  in  order  to  establish  an  indebtedness 
against  it,  or  a  personal  liability  of  its  stockholders  in  favor  of 
the  lender  of  the  money,  or  of  the  sureties  who  pay  the  loan.^° 
Under  an  authority  to  borrow  money,  a  railroad  company  has  no 
right  to  raise  money  by  the  issue  of  irredeemable  bonds,  entitling 
the  holder  merely  to  a  share  of  the  earnings  after  payment  of  a 
certain  dividend  to  the  stockholders.'*'  The  issue  of  preferred 
stock  is  analogous  to  this  deferred  bond  scheme  and  is  likewise 
not  within  the  borrowing  power.^^ 

§  850.  Power  to  lend  money. — In  the  absence  of  any  ex- 
press prohibition  by  charter  or  statute,  a  corporation  has 
power  to  loan  money,  in  any  transaction  consistent  with  any  pur- 
pose of  its  creation,  or  to  loan  for  the  purpose  of  making  its  idle 
funds  productive.^'  The  principal  purpose  of  moneyed  corpora- 
tions, such  as  banks,  and  loan  and  trust  companies,  is  to  loan 
money,  but  other  corporations  have  no  power  to  loan  money  as 
a  business,  or  to  make  a  loan  of  money,  except  when  incident 
to  the  transaction  of  its  authorized  business.  If  the  transaction 
is  foreign  to  the  corporate  purpose,  the  loan  is  ultra  vires.^"  A 
loan  of  money  by  a  corporation  is  not  necessarily  ultra  vires.  And 
particularly  it  has  been  held  not  ultra  vires  for  a  trading  corpora- 
tion to  lend  money  to  one  dealing  with  it,  so  as  to  enable  the 
borrower  to  carry  on  the  transactions.^^     And,  moreover,   any 

54  Appeal  of  LeWgh  Ave.  Ry.  Co.  59  Pratt  v.   Short,  79  N.  Y.  437, 
(1889),  129  Pa.  St.  405,  7  Ry.  &      35    Am.    Rep.    531;    Pancoast    v. 

Corp.  L.  J.  42.  Travelers'   Ins.   Co.,   79   Ind.   172; 

55  Pool  v.  WestPoint,  etc.  Assn.,      Western,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Kribben,  48 

30  Fed.  Rep.  513;  Warfield  v.  Mar-  Mo.  37;  City  of  Baltimore  v.  Balti- 
shall  County,  etc.  Co.,  72  Iowa,  666.      more  Ry.   Co.,   21   Md.   50.     Vide 

BO  Borland  v.  Haven   (1889),  37  in^ra,  §  914,  Pbohibition  op  Loans 

Fed.  Rep.  394.  to  Officers. 

57  Taylor  v.  Philadelphia,  ietc.  R.  eo  Barry     v.     Yates,     24     Barb. 

Co.   (1881),  7  Fed.  Rep.  386.  (N.  Y.)  199;  Bonn  v.  Terrell,  etc. 

68  Kent  V.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co.,  Manuf.  Co.,  82  Tex.  309. 

78  N.  Y.  159.    But  Burt  v.  Rattle,  ei  Holmes  v.  Willard   (1889),  53 

31  Ohio  St.  116,  was  different.  Hun,  629.    Judge  Van  Brunt  here 
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corporation,  public  or  private,  has  capacity,  if  not  prohibited,  to 
take  a  mortgage  as  security  for  a  debt  contracted  in  furtherance 
of  the  objects  of  its  creation.""  But  the  private  corporation,  char- 
tered by  the  name  of  the  "State  Grange  of  the  Patrons  of  Hus- 
bandry of  Alabama,"  has  no  express  grant  of  power  to  lend  money, 
and  no  such'power  can  be  implied  from  the  declared  purposes  and' 
objects  for  which  its  charter  was  granted;  on  the  contrary,  such 
power  is  excluded  by  the  declaration  that  the  corporation  is  not 
created  for  pecuniary  profit."^  Neither  does  a  provision  in  the 
charter  of  a  corporation,  giving  it  a  lien  upon  a  stockholder's 
shares  to  secure  any  indebtedness  from  him  to  it,  authorize  the 
corporation,  to  lend  to  the  stockholder."*  If  a  corporation  has 
power  "to  hold,  acquire  and  dispose  of  real  and  personal  property 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  of  said  corporation,"  it  has  power  to 
acquire,  by  transfer,  title  to  a  note  taken  in  the  course  of  its 
business,  and  to  sue  upon  the  note."^  So,  under  a  statute  giving 
a  corporation  power  to  discount  non-negotiable  notes,  and  to 
take,  hold,  and  convey  any  property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  it 
was  held  that  it  might  take  and  hold  city  warrants."'  And  a 
corporation  may  take  a  mortgage,  although  unable  to  take  the 
oath  required  by  statute."''  A  corporation  chartered  to  accumula- 
a  fund,  to  be  lent  on  real  estate  security  or  divided  among  its  mem- 
bers, can  lend  money  to  its  members  and  take  deeds  of  trust  on 
realty  as  security,  and  sell  and  assign  such  contracts  of  loans."* 
And  generally,  a  mortgage  to  a  life  insurance  company  securing  a 
note  given  in  consideration  of  a  loan  of  the  company's  funds,  is 
valid."'     A  party  who  has  given  a  mortgage  to  a  corporation  from 

says :  "We  have  not  'been  referred  es  Chambers  v.  Falkner,  65  Ala. 

to     any     authority     or    principle  448. 

under   which   such   a   transaction  «*  Webster  v.  Howe  Machine  Co. 
ean  be  held  ultra  vires  of  a  cor-  (1887),  54  Conn.  394. 
poration,    particularly    a    trading  «5  Wayland  University  v.  Boor- 
corporation  which  has   the   right  man,  56  Wis.  657. 
to  exercise  such  mercantile  pow-  eoAuU  Savings  Bank  v.  Lexing- 
ers    as    may    be    convenient    and  ton,  74  Mo.  104.    . 
necessary  for  the  successful  trans-  e'  Lincoln     Savings     Bank     v. 
action     of     its     business,     which  Ewing  (1883),  12  Lea,  598. 
clearly  gives   it  the  authority  to  ss  Detweller  v.  Breckenkamp,  83 
extend  mercantile  facilities  to  the  Mo.  45. 

persons  dealing  with  it,  if  in  its  69  Washington    Bank    v.    Contl- 

judgment  it  thinks  it  for  the  bene-  nental  Life  Ins.  Co.,  41  Ohio  St. 

fit  of  its  business  so  to  do."  1.    Though  the  life  insurance  com- 

62  State  v.  Rice   (1880),  65  Ala.  pany's   charter  provided   that   its 

83.  "capital  stock  and  funds  shall  b& 
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which  he  has  received  a  loan,  is  estopped  to  deny,  in  a  suit  to  fore- 
close, that  it  had  authority  to  make  the  loan."  So,  where  the 
cliarter  of  a  company  provides  that  its  surplus  funds  shall  be 
invested  in  mortgages  on  real  estate  in  New  York,  or  in  certain 
classes  of  bonds,  it  is  not  competent  for  one,  who,  in  another  State, 
has  obtained  a  loan  on  personal  security,  or  his  surety,  to  set  up 
in  defense  the  want  of  power  in  the  company  to  make  theloan.^^ 
And  even  where  a  trust  company,  under  its  charter,  had  authority 
to  invest  only  in  such  securities  as  were  authorized  thereby,  it  was 
held  that  it  might  enforce  payment  of  an  unauthorized  loan.''^ 
Where,  however,  a  director,  while  indebted  to  his  bank  for  an 
amount  greater  than  seventy-five  per  cent,  of  the  stock  held  by 
him,  obtained  a  loan  for  a  further  amount,  giving  his  note  there- 
for, guarantied  by  another  person,  the  charter, of  the  bank  pro- 
hibiting its  lending  to  a  director  more  than  seventy-five  per  cent, 
of  the  amount  of  his  stocky  it  was  held  that  the  note  was  void, 
and  could  be  enforced  neither  against  the  director  nor  the  guar- 
antor.^^ But  a  corporation,  by  its  charter  prohibited  from  lending 
money  at  a  rate  of  interest  exceeding  the  legal  rate,  may  lend 
money  in'  another  State  at  a  rate  of  interest  which,  although  legal 
there,  is  higher'  than  the  legal  rate  in  the  State  of  its  incorpora- 
tion.^* 

H. 

POWER  TO  ISSUE  NEGOTIABLE  PAPER. 

§  851.  Power  to  make  and  issue  promissory  notes. — Corpo- 
rations created  for  business  purposes,  unless  restrained  by  charter 
or  by  statute,  have,  as  a  necessary  incident,  the  power  of  incurring 
debts  in  the  course  of  their  legitimate  business,  and  of  making 
negotiable  paper  in  payment  of  such  debts.'"'    And  this  is  so,  also, 

invested    either    In    loans    upon  Rep.   26;   Dickey  and  Craig,   JJ., 

bonds    and    mortgages    upon   real  dissenting. 

estate.     ...     or  in   loans  upon  t*  United  States  Mortgage  Co.  v. 

...  I  'United  States  stocks  and  Speery,  24  Fed.  Rep.  838.    Cf.  Relft 

bonds."  V.  Bakken,  36  Minn.  333,  and  Gam- 

70  Pancoast    v.    Travelers'    Ins.  ble  v.  Central  R.  &  B.  Co.  of  Geor- 
Co.,  79  Ind.  172.  gia  (1888),  80  Ga.  595,  12  Am.  St. 

71  New  York  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  Rep.  276,  280,  as  to  foreign  usury 
V.  Wilcox,  8  Hiss.  C.  Ct.  203.  laws. 

72  Davis  Sewing  Machine  Co.  v.  75  Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe 
Best,  30  Hun  (N.  Y.),  638.  Works,  101  Mass.  58,  3  Am.  Rep. 

73  Workingmen's  Banking  Co.  v.  322;Mahoney   Min.    Co.   v.   Anglo- 
Rautenberg,   103  111.  460,  42  Am.  Calif ornian  Bank,  104  U.  S.  192; 


1270  powEKS.  [§  851. 

in  the  case  of  g«aji-corporation  having  special  duties  to  perform 
in  behalf  of  the  public,  as  railroads,  gas  companies,  etc.'"  But  it 
is  held  otherwise  in  England  and  in  Canada,  where  such  implied 
power  is  limited  to,  trading  corporations,  and  all  others  are  there 
held  to  require  express  power  to  issue  or  indorse  negotiable 
paper.'^  Authority  in  a  company's  charter  to  "borrow  money  and 
issue  its  bonds  therefor"  imports  power  to  make  negotiable  or 
non-negotiable  paper,  and  give  such  securities  as  may  be  deemed 
most  advantageous.'*  "No  question  is  better  settled  upon  au- 
thority, than  that  a  corporation,  not  prohibited  by  law  from  doing 
so,  and  without  any  express  power  in  its  charter  for  that  purpose, , 
may  make  a  negotiable  promissory  note  payable  either  at  a  future 
day,  or  upon  demand,  when  such  note  is  given  for  any  of  the 
legitimate  purposes  for  which  the  company  was  incorporated."'* 
"Vv'^hen  a  corporation  can  lawfully  purchase  property  or  procure 
money  on  loan,  in  the  course  of  its  business,  the  seller  or  the 
lender  may  exact,  and  the  purchaser  or  borrower  must  have  the 
power  to  give, -any  known  assurance  which  does  not  fall  within 
the  prohibition,  express  or  implied,  of  some  statute.  The  par- 
ticular restriction  must  be  sought  for  in  the  charter  of  the  cor- 
poration, or  in  some  other  statute  binding  upon  it;  but  if  not 
found  in  that  examination,  we  may  safely  affirm  that  it  has  no 
existence."'"  So,  likewise,  an  acceptance  of  a  bill  by  a  corporation 
binds  it,  although  the  bill  was  drawn  on  an  officer  of  the  cor- 
poration.*^ An  acceptance  of  an  order  by  the  New  England  Car 
Trust,  to  pay  money  already  provided  for  by  a  contract  with  the 
company,  does  not  come  within  the  article  of  the  articles  of  as- 
sociation of  the  car  trust,  providing  that,  in  order  to  bind  the 
company,  all  contracts  involving  liabilities  for  the  payment  of 
money  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  at  least  three  members 

Morville  v.  American  Tract  Soc,  Sparks  t.  Despatch,  etc.  Co.,  104 

123   Mass.    136,   25  Am.  Rep.   40;  Mo.  531,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  351;  Ma- 

Mercliaiits'  Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v.  Citi-  honey    Min.     Co.     v.     Anglo-Cali- 

zens,   etc.   Co.,   159   Mass.   505,   38  fornian  Bank,  104  TJ.  S.  192. 

Am.  St.  Rep.  453;  Richmond,  etc.  '7  Bateman  v.  Mid-wales  Ry.  Co., 

Co.  V.  Snead,  19  Grat.   (Va.)   354,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  512;   Gilbert  v.  Mc- 

100  Am.  Dec.  670;  Fifth  Ward  Sav.  Annany,  28  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  384. 

Bank  V.  First  Nat.  Bank   (1887),  78  Talladega  Ins.  Co.  v.  Peacock, 

48  N.  J.  513.  67  Ala.  253. 

'6  Kneeland    v.    Braintree,    etc.  's>  Moss  v.  Averell,  10  N.  Y.  449. 

Co.,  167  Mass.  161;  Merchants',  etc.  so  Judge  Comstock  in  Curtis  v. 

Bank   v.   Citizens'   Gas   Light   Co.  Leavitt,  15  N.  Y.  66. 

etc.,  159  Mass.  505,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  si  Louisville,  Bvansville,  etc.  Co. 

453;-  Ward  v.  Johnson,  95  111.  215;  v.  Caldwell,  98  Ind.  245. 
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of  the  board  of  managers.'^  The  form  of  corporate  notes  is 
governed  by  strict  rules  more  fully  set  forth  in  works  on  com- 
mercial paper.  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts,  a  promissory  note, 
containing  the  words  "we  promise  to  pay,"  signed,  "John  Roach, 
Treasurer,"  and  stamped  with  a  circular  corporate  seal,  the  cir- 
cumference of  which  passes  through  the  words  "Roach"  and 
"Treasurer,"  containing  the  name  of  the  corporation  printed  in 
a  circle  near  its  outer  edge,  and  the  words,  "Incorporated,  1884," 
in  the  center,  the  seal  being  in  the  usual  place  of  signature,  and 
the  name  being  to  the  left,  and  below  its  center,  was  held  to  be 
the  note  of  the  corporation.*'  A  seal  pasted  on  a  corporation's 
note  does  not  render  it  non-negotiable,  unless  authorized  by  the 
vote  of  the  corporation  and  placed  thereon  by  the  proper  officer, 
the  note  purporting  to  be  under  seal.'*  Where  a  note  was  signed 
by  one  who,  the  evidence  tended  to  show,  was  defendant's  sec- 
retary, and  was  impressed  with  a  stamp  which  appeared  to  have 
been  used  as  the  seal  of  the  company,  and  there  was  evidence  that 
plaintiff  had  advanced  to  defendant  the  amount  for  which  the 
note  was  given,  a  finding  that  defendant  had  executed  the  note 
in  consideration  of  money  lent  to  it,  was  not  disturbed.'^  If  a 
religious  corporation  can  give  a  note,  it  can  do  so  only  by  au- 
thority of  those  in  whom  the  management  of  its  affairs  is  vested, 
acting  as  a  board.  A  ftiajority  of  them  signing  separately,  do 
not  bind  the  corporation.'*  If,  however,  a  corporation  has  power 
to  make  a  note  for  any  purpose,  it  can  not,  as  against  a  bona  Me 
holder,  set  up  that  it  had  no  power  to  make  the  particular  note 
in  question.'^  Therefore,  when  a  corporation  has  power,  under 
any  circumstances,  to  issue  negotiable  paper,  a  bona  fide  holder 
has  a  right  to  presume  that  it  was  issued  under  circumstances 
which  gave  the  requisite  authority,  and  such  paper  is  no  more 
liable  to  be  impeached  for  any  infirmity  in  the  hands  of  such 
a  holder  than  any  other  commercial  paper.''  A  private  corpora- 
tion, authorized  to  issue  negotiable  paper,  is  bound  by  its  note  in 

82  French   Spiral   Spring  Co.   v.  ss  Jansen  v.  Otta  Stietz,  etc.  Co. 
New   England   Car  Trust    (1887),       (1888),  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  605. 

32  Fed.  Rep.  44.  so  People's     Bank     v.     St.     An- 

83  Miller   v.   Roach    (1889),   150      thony's,  etc.  Church,  39  Hun,  498. 
Mass.  146.  8T  Lehigh    Valley    Coal    Co.    v. 

siMaokay  v.  St.  Mary's  Church     West  Depere  Agricultural  Works, 
(1885),  15  R.  I.  121;   2  Amer.  St.      63  Wis.  45. 

Rep.  881.  88  National  Bank  of  Republic  v. 

Young  (1887),  41  N.  J.  Eq.  531. 
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the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder  for  value,  although  in  executing 
it,  the  corporation  exceeded  the  amount  of  indebtedness,  which  it 
was  authorized  to  incur.*'  Under  the  statute  providing  that  the 
amount  for  which  any  one  individual  or  firm  shall  be  indebted  to 
a  national  bank,  shall  not  exceed  a  certain  sum,  when  such  a  bank 
violates  the  provision,  by  lending  to  one  person  an  amount  in 
excess  of  the  limit,  such  person  can  not  set  up  the  violation  of  the 
statute  as  a  defense  to  his  .liability  on  the  note.  If  a  penalty  is 
to  be  enforced  against  the  bank,  it  can  be  done  only  at  the  instance 
of  the  government.  A  contract  entered  into  by  the  bank  in  viola- 
tion of  this  law,  is  not  void.'"  Where  the  law  provides  that  the 
articles  of  incorporation  shall  be  recorded,  the  courts  will  presume 
that  this  was  done,  and  will  not  permit  a  surety  on  the  note  of 
a  corporation  to  testify  that  he  understood  the  company  to  be 
a  partnership,  and  that  the  manager  was  liable  as  a  member  of  it.®^ 
Persons  dealing  in  the  commercial  paper  of  a  corporation,  are 
bound  to  take  notice  of  the  extent  of  its  powers.'^  The  power  is 
implied  only  when  it  is  necessary  in  furtherance  of  the  objects 
and  purposes  of  the  corporation."'  It  has  no  power  to  endorse 
negotiable  paper,  for  any  purpose  foreign  to  the  authorized  ob- 
jects of  the  corporate  creation.'* 

§  852.  Power  to  make  accommodation,  paper. — The  general 
rule  is  that  the  accommodation  and  indorsement,  or  guarantee  of 
the  corporation,  is  ultra  vires  and  non-enforceable ;°°  but  the 
theory,  that  a  corporation  has  only  such  powers  as  are  expressly 
granted,  or  necessarily  implied,  is  no  longer  applied  to  a  strictly 
private  corporation.  Where  its  business  is  private,  and  it  is  solv- 
ent, a  private  corporation,  with  the  assent  of  all  the  shareholders, 
may  become  accommodation  indorser  of  negotiable  paper.'"    A 

89  Auerbach   t.    Le    Sueur   Mill  Pearce  v.  Madison,  etc.  R.  Co.,  21 

Co.,    28   Minn.   291,   41   Am.   Rep.  How.   (IT.  S.)   441. 

285.  '^  Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe 

so  Wyman  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  Works,  101  Mass.  57,  3  Am.  Rep. 

(1887),   29   Fed.   Rep.   734;    XT.   S.  322;   Hall  v.  Auburn,  etc.  Co.,  27 

Rev.  Stat.,  §  5200.  Cal.    255,    87  Am.   Dec.   75;    Park 

91  Bank    of    Monroe    v.    Gifford  Hotel    Co.   v.    Fourth.   Nat.    Bank 

(1887),  72  Iowa,  750.  (1898),    86   Fed.   742;    Preston   v. 

92 Credit   Co.   Limited   v.   Howe  Northwestern,  etc.  Co.  (Neb.  1903), 

Machine  Co.  (1887),  54  Conn.  357,  93  N.  W.  136;  Sturdevant  v.  Farm- 

1  Am.  St.  123.  ers'  Bank  (1901),  62  Neb.  472,  87 

9s  Police    Jury    v.    Britton,    15  N.  W.  156. 

Wall.   (U.  S.)   566.  96  Martin  v.  Niagaga  Falls,  etc. 

94  People   V.   River  Raisen,   etc.  Co.    (1890),  122  N.  Y.   165;    Mur- 

Co.,  12  Mich.  389,  86  Am.  Dec.  64;  phy  v.  Arkansas,  etc.  Co.   (1899), 
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corporation  created  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  manufacturing 
business,  has  impHed  power  to  make  negotiable  paper  for  use, 
within  the  scope  of  its  business,  but  no  power  to  become  a  party 
to  bills  or  notes  for  the  accommodation  of  others.'^  So,  there- 
fore, a  private  manufacturing  corporation  has  no  power  to  accept 
drafts  for  the  accommodation  of  its  stockholders  or  others.  The 
consent  of  the  stockholders  or  directors  can  not  confer  such 
power ;  and  a  previous  course  of  dealing  of  the  corporation,  will 
not  enable  the  holder  of  such  a  draft  to  recover  on  it,  against  the 
corporation,  if  he  is  not  a  holder  for  value,  as  well  as  in  good 
faith,  without  notice  that  the  acceptance  was  an  accommodation 
acceptance.''  And,  generally,  no  corporation  can,  in  the  absence 
of  any  general  or  special  law  conferring  such  power,  bind  itself 
by  indorsing  promissory  notes  for  accommodation  of  the  maker, 
for  a  consideration  paid.'"  Accordingly,  an  insurance  company 
has  no  power  to  indorse  accommodation  paper  for  a  third  party.^ 
So,  likewise,  the  officers  of  a  transfer  company,  whose  articles  of 
incorporation  empower  it  "to  engage  in  the  general  freight  ai?d 
transfer  business,  and  such  other  business  as  may  not  be  incon- 
sistent therewith,"  have  no  implied  power  to  sign  its  name  to  a 
contract  of  suretyship  for  the  purpose  of  guarantying  the  credit 
of  a  third  party,  nor  have  they  power  subsequently,  to  sign  a 
letter  purporting  to  assume  the  payment  of  the  amount  stipulated 
in  such  contract.  Both  instruments  are  illegal  as  to  such  cor- 
poration ;  and,  being  ultra  vires,  it  can  not  be  held  liable  upon 
them.^    But  a  corporation  having  express  or  implied  power  to 

97   Fed.   723;    Steiner   v.   Steiner,  Indorsement  of  a  note,  it  appeared 

etc.  Co.    (1898),  120  Ala.   128,   26  that  the   company  was   chartered 

South.  494.  with  no  unusual  powers;  that  the 

BT  National  Bank  of  Republic  v.  note.  Indorsed  in  its  name  by  W., 

Young  (1887),  41  N.  J.  Eq.  531.  its  president,  was  that  of  a  rail- 

88  National   Park   Bank,   etc.   v.  road   coippany   of  which   he   was 

German-American,    etc.    Co.,     116  also  president,  and  to  the  credit 

N.  Y.  281;   Monument  Nat.  Bank  of  which  the  proceeds  were  put  on 

V.   Globe  Works,   101  Mass.   57,   3  his  procuring  the  note  discounted 

Am.  Rep.   322;    Webster  v.   Howe  at  the  bank;    that  W.   had,   with 

Machine  Co.  (1887),  54  Conn.  394.  the  assent  of  the  directors  of  the 

99  Holmes,   etc.   v.   Willard,    125  insurance  company,  been  the  man- 

N.  Y.  675.  ager    of    its    finances,    and    had 

1  National  Park  Bank  v.  Ger-  signed  and  indorsed  its  paper  to  a 
man- American  Mutual  Warehous-  large  amount  as  its  president; 
ing  &  Security  Co.  (1889),  116  N.  but  it  did  not  appear  that  he  had 
Y.  281,  22  N.  B.  Rep.  567.  made   any   use   of   the   company's 

2  In  assumpsit  by  a  bank  against  name,  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
a  life  insurance  company,  on  its  directors,   which   they   considered 
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become  guarantor  for  another  corporation,  may  issue  or  indorse 
paper  for  its  benefit,  for  in  such  case  it  is  not  mere  accommodation 
paper.^  Accommodation  acceptance  by  an  officer  of  a  manufactur- 
ing corporation  on  behalf  of  the  company,  where  the  consideration 
is  afterward  advanced  upon  the  faith  of  the  acceptance,  will  bind 
the  corporation.  If  the  corporation  is  authorized  to  give  promis- 
sory notes  for  any  purpose,  it  is  responsible  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee 
of  such  paper,  regardless  of  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  given  ; 
but  if  the  corporation  is  prohibited  by  its  charter  from  issuing 
negotiable  paper,  it  is  voidable  in  the  hands  of  any  indorsee,  as 
well  as  in  those  of  the  original  holder.*  A  manager  can  not, 
generally,  accept  bills  and  bind  his  company.  But  where  the 
treasurer  of  a  corporation  has,  for  a  number  of  years,  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  his  principal,  signed  and  indorsed  busi- 
ness paper  in  its  name,  the  corporation  is  estopped  to  deny  the 
treasurer's  authority  to  indorse  an  accommodation  note  to  a  pur- 
chaser for  value,  who  relied  upon  these  transactions  as  evidence 
of  his  authority.^  And  in  an  action  on  an  accommodation  note 
indorsed  to  plaintiff  by  defendant's  treasurer,  evidence  that  at  the 
time  of  the  indorsement,  plaintiff  was  told  that  it  was  the  de- 
fendant's regular  indorsement,  is  admissible  to  show  plaintiff's 

as  binding  thereon,  except  where  paper;  that  he  was  a  stockholder 
it  .was  understood  that  the  com-  in  the  corporation  which  drew  the- 
pany  received  the  proceeds  or  the  acceptances  sued  on;  that  a  mem- 
direct  benefit,  and  it  was  held  orandum  of  the  maturity  of  the 
that  the  insurance  company  had  drafts  was,  under  J.'s  directions, 
no  power  to  indorse  an  accommo-  entered  on  the  books  of  defendant, 
dation  note  for  a  third  party;  but  that  the  directors  had  no' 
and  even  if  it  had,  the  facts  gave  knowledge  of  the  memorandum  or 
W.,  as  its  president,  no  implied  acceptances;  that  J.  drew  notes  at 
authority  to  sign  its  name  for  a  bank  to  meet  expenses  of  defend- 
such  purpose.  .lEtna  Bank  v.  ant;  that  the  acceptances  sued  on 
Charter  Oak  Life  Ins.  Co.,  50  Conn,  were  for  the  accommodation  of 
167;  Lucas  v.  White  Line  Transf.  the  drawer.  It  was  held  that  de- 
Co.  (1887),  70  Iowa,  541.  fendant  was  not  bound  by  such 
3  Zabriskie  v.  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  acceptances.  Merchants'  Nat. 
Co.,  23  How.  (TJ. -S.)  381;  Con-  Bank  v.  Detroit,  etc.  Works; 
necticut,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  etc.  (1888),  68  Mich.  620. 
Co.,  41  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  10;  Cans  v.  *  Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe 
Carter,  77  Md.  213;  Holmes  v.  Wll-  Works  (1869),  101  Mass.  57,  3  Am. 
lard,  125  N.  Y.  75.  In  assumpsit  Rep.  322;  National  Park  Bank  v. 
against  a  corporation,  on  accept-  German  Am.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  281. 
ances  by  J.,  as  manager  of  defend-  s  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pottier, 
ant,  there  was  evidence  that  J.  etc.  Co.  (1888),  56  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
was  an  employee  merely,  without  Rep.  216. 
express  authority  to  sign  or  accept 


§§  853, 854.]  powEEs.  1275 

knowledge  of  the  agent's  apparent  authority  to  indorse."  And, 
where  also  a  note  was  executed  by  defendant's  president,  in  his 
own  favor,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  company,  by  him  dis- 
counted, and  the  proceeds  used  for  defendant's  benefit/  defendant 
having  retained  the  benefit  of  the  transaction,  was  estopped  to 
deny,  as  against  the  administratrix  of  the  president,  who  had  paid 
the  note,  the  authority  of  the  president  to  execute  it.'  Although 
from  the  form  of  a  transaction,  it  appeared  that  an  individual 
was  a  principal  debtor,  and  a  corporation  only  a  surety,  yet,  the 
fact  being  otherwise,  and  the  corporation  the  principal  debtor, 
it  was  held  that  the  pledge  or  appropriation  of  its  bonds  upon 
the  debt  was  not  ultra  vires,  but  within  its  powers.^  Finally,  it 
is  stated  to  be  a  general  doctrine  of  the  law,  that,  where  a  cor- 
poration has  power,  under  any  circumstances,  to  issue  negotiable 
paper,  a  boim  fide  holder  has  a  right  to  presume  that  it  is  issued 
under  circumstances  which  give  the  requisite  authority,  and  the 
doctrine  is  applied  to  commercial  paper  made  by  a  corporation,  for 
the  accommodation  of  a  third  person,  when  in  the  hands  of  a 
bona  Me  holder  who  has  discounted  it  before  maturity,  on  the 
faith  of  its  being  business  paper.' 

§  853.  Power  to  become  surety  or  guarantor. — When  for- 
eign to  the  objects  for  which  the  corporation  was  created,  a  cor- 
poration has  no  power  to  become  surety  or  guarantor  for  another 
corporation,  or  for  a  natural  person,  and  thereby  risk  the  corporate 
funds  in  a  different  enterprise  from  that  authorized  in  its  charter  •^'' 
but  the  power  exists  expressly  in  the  case  of  surety  and  guaranty 
companies,  incorporated  for  such  express  purpose.^^  The  implied 
power  exists  without  express  authority,  when  it  is  necessary,  in 
furtherance  of  the  business  of  the  corporation.^^ 

§  854.  Power  to  make  and  issue  bonds. — The  power  to  exe- 
cute and  issue  bonds  in  payment  or  as  security  for  corporate  debts, 

s  Second  Nat.   Bank   v.   Pettier,  10  Best  Brewing  Co.  v.  Klassen, 

etc.  Co.  (1888),  56  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  185   III.   37,  76  Am.   St.  Hep.   26; 

Rep.  216.  Lucas  v.  White,  etc.  Co.,  70  Iowa, 

^  Tuscaloosa,    etc.   Co.   v.   Perry  541,   58  Am.  Rep.  449 ;   Humboldt 

(1888),  85  Ala.  158.  Min.  Co.  v.  American,  etc.  Co.,  62 

8  Baxter  v.  Washburn,  8  Lea,  1.  Fed.  356. 

9  National  Bank  v.  Young,  5  n  Cans  v.  Carter,  77  Md.  1; 
Cent.  Rep.  113  (N.  J.),  citing  Gutzeil  v.  Pennie,  95  Cal.  598. 
Bird  V.  Daggett,  97  Mass.  494;  12  Green  Bay,  etc.  Co.  v.  Union 
Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe  Steamboat  Co.,  107  V.  S.  98;  Low 
Works,  101  Mass.  57,  3  Am.  Rep.  v.  Cal.  Pac.  R.  Co.,  52  Cal.  53,  28 
322;     Mechanics'    Bank    Assn.    v.  Am.  Rep.  629. 

Whitehead  Co.,  35  N.  Y.  505. 
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is  incident  to  the  power  to  purchase  property,  borrow  money, 
and  contract  debts.  "This  species  of  bonds  is  a  modern  inven- 
tion, intended  to  pass  by  manual  delivery,  and  to  have  the  qualities 
of  negotiable  paper;  and  their  value  depends  mainly  upon  this 
character.  Being  issued  by  States  and  corporations,  they  are 
necessarily  under  seal.  But  there  is  nothing  immoral  or  contrary 
to  public  policy  in  making  them  negotiable,  if  the  necessity  of 
commerce  require  that  they  should  be  so.  A  mere  technical 
dogma  of  the  courts  of  common  law,  cannot  prohibit  the  com- 
mercial world  from  inventing  or  using  any  species  of  security, 
not  known  in  the  last  century.  Usages  of  trade  and  commerce  are 
acknowledged  by  courts  as  part  of  the  common  law,  although  they 
may  have  been  unknown  to  Bracton  or  Blackstone.  And  this 
malleability  to  suit  the  necessities  and  usages  of  the  mercantile 
and  commercial  world,  is  one  of  the  most  valuable  characteristics 
of  the  common  law.  When  a  corporation  covenants  to  pay  to 
bearer,  and  gives  a  bond  with  negotiable  qualities,  and  by  this 
means  obtain  funds  for  the  accomplishment  of  the  useful  enter- 
prises of  the  day,  it  can  not  be  allowed  to  evade  the  payment,  by 
parading  some  obsolete  judicial  decision,  that  a  bond,  for  some 
technical  reason,  can  not  be  made  payable  to  bearer.  That  these 
securities  are  treated  as  negotiable  by  the  commercial  usages  of 
the  whole  civilized  world,  and  have  received  the  sanction  of 
judicial  recognition,  not  only  in  this  court,  but  of  nearly  every 
State  in  the  Union,  is  well  known,  and  admitted."^*. 

I. 

POWER    TO    HOLD    THE    STOCK    OF    OTHER    CORPORATIONS. 

§  855.    Power  to  take  stock  in  another  corporation. — As  a 

general  rule,  a  private  corporation  can  not  subscribe  to  the  stock 
of  another  corporation,  the  business  of  which  is  entirely  different 
from  its  own.^*  In  the  United  States  the  weight  of  judicial  au- 
thority. State  and  federal,  denies  the  power  of  a  corporation  to 
subscribe  for,  or  purchase  or  deal  in  the  stock  of  another  corpora- 
is  Mr.  Justice  Grier,  In  Mercer  Me.  43 ;  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Meri- 
County  V.  Hackett,  1  Wall.  (XT.  S.)  dlan  Agency,  24  Conn.  159;  Beach 
83;  Commonwealth  v.  Smith,  10  on  Railways,  §  80.  In  Pennsyl- 
AUen  (Mass.),  448,  87  Am.  Dec.  vania  corporations  are  forbidden 
672.        ~  by  statute  to  use  their  funds  in 

i*Talmage  v.  Pell,  7  N.  Y.  328;       the  purchase  of  any  stock  in  other 
Franklin  Co.  v.  Lewiston  Bank,  68      corporations,  or  to  hold  the  same. 


§  855.]  •  POWERS.  1277 

tion,  directly,  or  through  an  agent  or  trustee,^'  except  where  the 
power  is  expressly  granted  by  charter  or  statute,  or  is  necessary 
as  a  means  to  the  accomplishment  of  its  authorized  purposes.^" 
If  one  corporation  were  free  to  subscribe  for,  or  purchase  shares 
in  another  corporation,  as  an  Ohio  court  expresses  it,  "It  could 
take  the  entire  management  of  the  other's  business,  by  buying 
up  a  majority  of  its  shares,  and  however  foreign  such  business 
might  be  to  that  which  the  corporation,  so  purchasing  said  shares, 
was  created  to  carry  on.  A  banking  corporation  could  become  an 
operator  of  a  railroad,  or  carry  on  the  business  of  manufacturing, 
and  any  other  corporation  could  engage  in  banking  by  obtaining 
the  control  of  the  stock  of  the  bank."^'  As  in  that  case,  the  rule 
is  often  based  upon  the  ground  that  such  subscription  or  purchase 
is  foreign  to  the  objects  of  the  creation  of  the  corporation,  but  the 
like  rule  is  applied  where  the  character  or  purposes  of  the  cor- 
porations are  the  same,  or  similar,  as  in  the  purchase  of  shares 
in  a  railroad  company  by  another,  or  in  an  insurance  company  by 
another,  etc.^*  A  purchase  by  a  corporation,  of  stock  in  another 
corporation,  is  not,  however,  necessarily  void.'^'  Of  course,  when 
the  power  is  expressly  granted  by  charter  or  statute,  a  corporation 

except  as  collateral' security  for  a  130  111.  268,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  319; 

prior  indebtedness.     1  Brightley's  Franklin  Bank,  etc.  t.  Commercial 

Pa.  Digest,  343,  §  30.    And  similar  Bank,  etc.,  36  Ohio  St.  350,  38  Am. 

statutes  are  to  be  found  in  other  Rep.    594;     Buckeye,    etc.    Co.    v. 

states.    Tenn.  Code  (1884),  §2496;  Harvey,  92  Tenn.  115,  36  Am.  St. 

Ind.    Rev.    Stat.    (1881),    §    3858;  Rep.   71. 

Colo.    Gen.    Stat.    (1883),   p.    183,  "  Hill  v.  Nisbet  (1884),  100  Ind. 

§  10,  and  p.  189,  §  35.  341.      Whether    the    purchase    of 

15  Central  Ry.  Co.  v.  Pennsyl-  stock  in  one  corporation  by  an- 
vania  Ry.  Co.,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  475;  other  is  ultra  vires  or  not  must 
Nassau  Bank  v.  Jones,  95  N.  Y.  depend  upon  the  purpose  for  which 
115;  yide  mfro,  §§  937-939,  Trusts  the  purchase  was  made,  and 
AND  Monopolies,  and  infra,  §  704f,  whether  such  purchase  was,  under 
"Holding  corporations."  One  cor-  all  the  circumstances,  a  necessary 
poration  holding  and  voting  the  or  reasonable  means  of  carrying 
stock  of  another.  Vide  infra,  out  the  object  for  which  the  cor- 
§  1053,  power  of  railroad  corpora-  poration  was  created,  or  one  which 
tions  to  acquire  stock  in  other  rail-  under  the  statute  it  might  occom- 
road  companies.  plish.     It  must  be   said  at  once, 

16  California  Bank  v.  Kennedy,  that  where  the  purchase  of  stock 
167  IT.  S.  362;  First  Nat.  Bank,  in  one  corporation  by  another 
etc.  V.  National,  etc.  Bank,  92  U.  amounts  to  an  engaging  in  a  busi- 
S.  122;  Franklin  Co.  v.  Lewiston,  ness  other  than  that  authorized 
etc.,  68  Me.  43,  2  Am.  Rep.  9.  by   its   charter,   such   purchase   is 

17  Franklin  Bank,  etc.  v.  Com-  ultra  vires,  and  this  is  so,  not  be- 
mercial  Bank,  etc.,  36  Ohio  St.  — ,  cause  the  purchase  is  stock,  but 
38  Am.  Rep.  594.  because    the    business    is    outside 

18  People   V.    Chicago,    etc.   Co.,  the  scope  of  Its  charter." 


1278  POWERS.  [§  855. 

may  acquire  stock  in  another  f  and  it  may  do  so,  without  express 
authority,  when  such  acquirement  of  stock  is  necessary,  as  a  means 
to  the  accompHshment  of  the  purposes  of  the  corporate  creation.^^ 
There  is  a  presumption  that  the  purchase  of  the  stock  of  another 
company  was  necessary  to  the  purposes  of  the  corporation  pur- 
chasing.^^ And  there  is  no  presumption  that  a  corporation  is 
incapable  of  purchasing  and  holding  shares  of  the  stock  of  an- 
other corporation,  it  not  appearing  under  what  circumstances  it 
was  acquired  or  held.^'  A  corporation  may  invest  in  the  stock 
of  other  corporations,  as  well  as  in  any  other  funds,  provided  it 
be  done  bona  Ude,  and  with  no  sinister  or  unlawful  purpose,  and 
there  be  nothitjg  in  its  charter,  or  in  the  nature  of  its  business, 
that  forbids  it.^*  "Whether  the  purchase  of  stock  in  one  corpora- 
tion by  another  is  ultra  vires  or  not,  must  depend  upon  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  purchase  was  made,  and  whether  such  purchase 
was,  under  all  the  circumstances,  a  necessary  or  reasonable  means 
of  carrying  out  the  object  for  which  the  corporation  was  created, 
or  one  which,  under  the  statute,  it  might  accomplish.^"  As,  where 
a  railroad  is  authorized  to  acquire  the  property  and  franchises  of 
another,  it  may  do  so  by  purchase  of  its  stock.^°  And  where  the 
objects  for  which  a  corporation  was  created,  requires  it  to  invest 
funds,  it  may,  in  the  absence  of  restriction,  invest  them  in  the 
stock  of  other  corporations ;"  but  even  when  it  is  authorized  to 
hold  shares  in  other  corporations,  by  investment,  or  in  payment 
of  debt,  or  as  security  for  a  loan,  it  may  not,  as  a  business,  deal 
in  the  shares  of  other  corporations.^*    A  corporation  may  sell  a 

20  Market  St.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hellman,      In  re  Rochester  Ry.  Co.,  110  N.  Y. 
109  Cal.   571;    Oelburman  v.  New      119. 

York,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  27  Hun  (N.  Y.),  23  Evans   Y.    Bailey    (1884),    66 

332;    Zabriskie  v.   Cleveland,   etc.  Cal.  112. 

Ry.    Co.,    23    How.    (U.    S.)    381;  2*  Booth  v.  Robinson,  55  Md.  419. 

California  Bank  v.  Kennedy,  167  =b  Hill  v.  Nesbit,  100  Ind.  341; 

U.  S.  262;  First  Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v.  Dewey  v.  Toledo,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  91 

National  Exch.  Bank,  etc.,  92  tJ.  Mich.  351;  Atchison,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 

S.  122.  Cochran,  43  Kan.  225,  19  Am.  St. 

21  Nassau  Bank  v.  Jones,  95  N.  Rep.  129. 

Y.  115,  47  Am.  Rep.  14;  Buckeye,  26  Todd  v.  Kentucky,  etc.  Co.,  57 

etc.  Co.  V.  High,  92  Tenn.  115,  36  Fed.  47;  Hodges  v.  New  England, 

Am.   St.  Rep.   71;    People  v.  Chi-  etc.  Co.,  1  R.  I.  347,  53  Am.  Dec. 

cage,  etc.,  130  111.  268;  Compagnle  624. 

Francaise  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  27  in  re  Asiatic  Banking  Corp., 

Co.,  11  Fed.  862.  4  Ch.  App.  252. 

22  Ryan  v.  Leavenworth,  21  Kan.  28  Holmes,    etc.    Manuf .    Co.    v. 
365;  Evans  v.  Bailey,  66  Cal.  112;  Holmes,  etc.  Metal  Co.,  127  N.  Y. 

252,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  448. 
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part  of  its  property  for  stock  in  another,  with  bona  fide  intention 
to  sell  it,  and  convert  it  into  money,^'  but  it  can  not  sell  and 
transfer  all  its  property  to  another  corporation,  for  stock  therein, 
with  purpose  to  continue  its  own  corporate  life  therein.^"  In  such 
a  case,  the  court  said :  "There  was  to  be  a  corporation  within  a 
corporation.  Individual  activity  was  to  cease,  but  corporate  en- 
ergy was  to  be  exercised  through  a  living  corporation,  whose 
life  and  functions  were  to  be  controlled  through  the  shares  held 
by  its  corporate  creator  and  master.  Forbidden  to  exercise  the 
very  functions  for  which  the  breath  of  corporate  life  had  been 
breathed  into  it  by  the  State,  there  would  remain  standing  only 
the  shell  of  a  corporation,  retaining  corporate  existence  only  for 
the  purpose  of  controlling  and  directing  the  new  corporation,  in 
which  was  vested  its  corporate  capital,  and  to  receive  and  distribute 
its  aliquot  proportion  of  those  earnings  as  dividends  among  its 
own  shareholders.  The  effect  of  this  action  of  the  appellee,  was 
to  divest  itself  of  the  power  to  exercise  the  essential  and  vital 
elements  of  its  franchise,  by  a  renunciation  of  the  right  to  engage, 
directly  and  individually,  in  the  very  business  which  it  was  organ- 
ized to  carry  on,  and  is  a  disregard  of  the  conditions  upon  which 
corporate  existence  was  conferred.  The  State  is  presumed  to 
grant  corporate  franchises  in  the  public  interest,  and  to  intend 
that  they  shall  be  exercised  through  the  proper  officers  and  agencies 
of  the  corporation,  and  does  not  contemplate  that  corporate  powers 
will  be  delegated  to  others.  Any  conduct  which  destroys  their 
functions,  or  maims,  or  cripples  their  separate  activity,  by  taking 
away  the  right,  freely  and  independently  to  exercise  the  function 
of  their  franchise,  is  contrary  to  a  sound  public  policy."^^  The 
weight  of  authority  holds,  that  one  private  corporation  may  ex- 
change all  its  property  for  the  stock  of  another  corporation,  to  be 
divided  among  its  own  stockholders,  but  only  in  the  event  that 
they  all  consent  thereto.'^  "Not  only  is  the  purchase  of  stock 
in  another  company  beyond  the  power  of  a  railroad  corporation, 
in  the  absence  of  an  express  stipulation  in  the  charter,  but  the 
purchase  of  such  stock  in  a  rival  and  competing  line,  is  held  to 
be  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  void."''     Generally,  a  corporation 

29  People  V.  Ballard,  134  N.  Y.  si  McCutcheon  V.  Merz  Capsule 

269;   McCutcheou  v.  Merz  Capsule  Co.,  37  V.  S.  App.  586,  71  Fed.  787. 

Co.,  37  U.  S.  Apr.  586,  71  Fed.  787.  32  Mason    v.    Pewabio   Min.    Co. 

30 Taylor  v.   Barle,   8   Hun    (N.  (1890),  133  U.  S.  50. 
Y.),  1;  Frothingham  v.  Barney,  6  s3  Louisville,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Ken- 
Hun  (N.  Y.),  366.  tucky   (1896),  161  U.  S.  677. 
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has  no  implied  power  to  purchase  capital  stock  in  another  corpor- 
ation, and  as  to  railroad  companies,  it  is  settled  that  one  company 
can  not  purchase  shares  in  another.'*  A  corporation  may  invest 
its  surplus  funds  in  whatever  securities  it  may  deem  best,  but 
without  express  authority  it  may  not  invest  in  the  stock  of  an- 
other corporation,  with  purpose  of  controlling  its  management,'* 
or  of  holding  the  stock  permanently.'^  Members  of  corpora- 
tions have  no  such  absolute  right  to  transfer  their  shares,  as  en- 
titles shareholders  of  a  railway  cpmpany  to  sell  their  stock  to 
another  railroad  company,  in  defiance  of  an  injunction  granted 
to  prevent  the  other  railroad  from  obtaining  control  thereof,  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  of  a  State  constitution,  forbidding  the  con- 
trol of  one  railway  by  another,  parallel  and  competing.'^  The 
power  of  corporations  to  buy  the  shares  of  other  companies,  de- 
pends upon  the  principles  heretofore  treated  in  connection  with 
subscriptions  to  stock  by  artificial  persons."  Whether  under  the 
circumstances  of  a  case,  a  company  had  or  did  not  have  power 
to  buy  the  stock  of  another,  a  shareholder  in  the  latter  can  not, 
after  having  been  guilty  of  laches,  raise  the  question,  and  object 
to  the  transaction,  as  beyond  the  powers,  of  the  former.'"  A  solv- 
ent corporation,  in  the  absence  of  legislative  provision  to  the  con- 
trary, may  purchase,  hold  and  re-sell  its  own  shares,'  and  take  or 
give  them  in  pledge  or  mortgage,  provided  these  transactions  be 
in  entire  good  faith,  the  exchanges  being  of  equal  value,  free  from 
all  fraud,  actual  or  constructive.*"    A  corporation  may  acquire 

34  Central  R.  R.  v.  Collins  stockholders  cannot  complain, 
(1869),  40  Ga.  582.  seven   to   fifteen   years   after   the 

35  De  la  Vergne,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ger-  several  purchases  were  made,  that 
man,  etc.  Inst.  (1899),  175  U.  S.  the  purchaser,  heing  the  majority 
40.  stockholder,  has  procured  the  mis- 

36  Byrne  v.  Schuyler  (1895),  65  management  of  the  corporation. 
Conn.  336,  28  L.  R.  A.  304.  nor  that,  being  a  corporation,   it 

3T  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Com-  had  no  power  under  its  charter  to  ' 

monwealth  (1887),  116  Pa.  St.  65.  make  the  purchases. 
Cf.  Pa.  Const.,  art.  xvii,  §  4.  *"  First  National  Bank  of  Salem 

38  Supra,  §  220.  v.  Salem  Capital  Flour  Mills  Co. 

39  Alexander  v.  Searcy  (1889),  (1889),  39  Fed.  Rep.  89,  6  Ry.  & 
81  Ga.  536,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  337,  Corp.  L.  J.  209,  212;  Bank  v. 
holding  that  where  notice  of  pur-  Bruce,  17  N.  Y.  510;  Taylor  v.  Ex- 
chases  of  stock  of  a  corporation  porting  Co.,  6  Ohio,  176;  In  re  In- 
is  given  to  the  directors  and  stock-  surance  Co.,  3  Biss.  542;  Bank  v. 
holders,  and  the  purchaser  reg-  Transportation  Co.,  18  Vt.  138; 
ularly  votes  the  stock,  and  expends  Clapp  v.  Peterson,  104  111.  26; 
large  sums  for  the  benefit  of  the  Dupee  v.  Water  Power  Co.,  114 
corporation    under    resolution    of  Mass.  37. 

the     stockholders,     the     minority 


§  855.]  powEKS.  1281 

stock  in  another,  in  collection  and  payment  of  a  previously  con- 
tracted debt;*^  and  whether  previously  contracted  or  not,  if  the 
bona  Me  purpose  be  to  sell  the  stock  and  not  to  hold  it.*^  A 
prohibition  against  holding  or  dealing  in  stock  of  another  corpor- 
ation, does  not  prevent  such  acquirement  of  stock,  in  settlement 
of  debt.*'  A  railroad  corporation  may  take  the  stock  of  another 
railroad  corporation,  by  way  of  security  for  a  debt,  but  it  has  no 
right  to  invest  its  corporate  funds  in  the  purchase  of  such  stock. 
Such  an  investment  is  ultra  vires.*'*'  Where  one  corporation 
makes  advances  to  another,  taking  as  collateral  mortgage,  bonds 
of  the  latter,  which  it  is  unable  to  redeem,  defaulting  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  interest,  and  thereafter  such  corporation  makes  further 
advances  secured  by  bonds  and  stock  of  the  latter  corporation,  the 
transaction  is  not  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Code  of  West  Vir- 
ginia, forbidding  one  corporation  to  subscribe  for,  or  purchase 
stock,  bonds,  or  securities  of  another  corporation,  except  in  pay- 
ment of  a  bona  Me  debt.*''  In  this  case  it  was  held  that  a  railway 
company  may  lawfully  make  advances  of  money  or  supplies  to 
another  railway  corporation,  to  enable  it  to  cornplete  its  line,  when 
the  latter  is  to  operate  as  a  natural  feeder  to  the  former,  taking 
the  bonds  or  stock  of  the  latter  as  collateral  security.  In  New 
York  it  is  enacted  that  any  railroad  company,  created  under,  and 
by,  the  laws  of  that  State,  or  of  any  adjoining  State,  may  sub- 
scribe for,  take  and  hold  the  stock  of  union  depot  companies, 
created  under  that  act,  in  such  amounts  as  the  directors  of  the 
subscribing  company  may,  from  time  to.  time,  deem  best  for  its 
interests.*"  It  has  even  been  held  that  the  issue  of  stock,  for 
the  purchase  of  other  telegraph  companies,  is  lawful.*'"  But  the 
greater  weight  of  authority  is,  that  a  corporation  can  not,  unless 
authorized  by  statute,  subscribe  to,  or  hold,  the  capital  stock  of 
another.*'     Thus,  a  railway  company  can  not  subscribe  for  stock 

"Citizens  Bank  v.  Hawkins,  34  etc.  R.  Co.    (1888),  35  Fed.  Rep. 

U.    S.    App.    423,    71    Fed.    369;  161. 

Holmes,  etc.  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Holmes         46  n.  Y.  Laws  of  1882,  ch.  273, 

Metal  Co.,  127  N.  Y.  252,  24  Am.  §  21. 
St.  Rep.  448.  *?  Williams    v.    Western    Union 

42  Howe   V.    Boston   Carpet   Co.,  Telegraph  Co.,  48  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
16  Gray  (Mass.),  495.  Rep.  349,  Arnoux,  J.,  dissenting. 

43  First  Nat.   Bank    etc.   v.   Na-  is  Valley  Ry.  Co.  v.  Lake  Erie 
tional  Exch.  etc.,  92  U.  S.  122.  Iron  Co.    (1888),  46  Ohio   St.  44. 

44  Milbank  v.   New   York,   Lake  In  the  first  case  cited  in  the  last 
Erie,  etc.  R.  Co.,  64  How.  Pr.  20.  section  this  was  admitted  in  terms, 

B  Taylor  County  v.  Baltimore,      the  court  saying,  "the  proposition 
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in  another  railway,  without  obtaining  express  legislative  author- 
ity.*°  A  railway  corporation  is  not  autliorized  in  the  general 
railroad  law  of  Michigan,  to  acquire  the  stock  and  franchises  of 
another  completed  company,  with  the  intention  of  itself  exercising 
those  franchises;  and,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  authority,  the 
power  does  not  exist  at  common  law.^°  Thus,  a  corporation  hav- 
ing the  right  to  mine,  in  organizing  another  corporation  for  min- 
ing purposes,  or  in  dealing  in  the  stock  of  such  corporation,  acts 
beyond  the  scope  of  its  powers."^  A  company  filing  its  certificate 
under  the  same  law  under  which  gas  comparties  operate,  stating 
its  objects  to  be,  to  make  and  supply  gas,  and  to  purchase  and 
hold  the  stock  of  other  gas  companies,  has  no  power  thereunder, 
to  so  hold  such  stock,  the  object  being,  to  control  such  companies 
and  stifle  competition  throughout  a  large  city.°^     So,  a  corporation 


is  broadly  stated  in  many  cases, 
that  one  corporation  can  not,  with- 
out express  statutory  authority,  be- 
come the  owner  of  any  portion  of 
the  stock  of  another  corporation," 
and  cites:  Pearce  v.  Madison,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  21  How.  441;  Mutual,  etc. 
Assn.  V.  Meridian,  etc.  Co.,  24 
Conn.  159 ;  Franklin  Co.  v.  Lewis- 
ton  Sav.  Bank,  68  Me..  43;  Cen- 
tral R.  Co.  V.  Collins,  40  Ga.  582; 
Sumner  v.  Marcy,  3  Wood.  &  M. 
105.  The  principal  case  cites  be- 
side. Central  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.,  31  N.  J.  Bq.  475. 

40  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40 
Ga.  582;  Hazelhurst  v.  Savannah, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  43  Ga.  13,  57;  Central 
R.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  31 
N.  J.  Eq.  475,  494;  Elkins  v.  Cam- 
den, etc.  R.  Co.,  36  N.  X  Eq.  5; 
Beach  on  Railways,  §  81;  Salomons 
V.  Laing,  12  Beav.  339;  Maunsell 
V.  Midland,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Hem. 
&  M.  130;  Great  Northern  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.,  21  L. 
J.  Ch.  837.  Of.  8  Vic.  eh.  16,  Angell 
&  Ames,  §  392;  Green's  Brice's 
Ultra  Vires,  etc.  '(2d  ed.),  91.  The 
General  Railroad  Act  of  New  York 
declares  with  respect  to  companies 
formed  thereunder  that  it  shall  he 
unlawful  for  such  companies  to 
use  any  of  their  funds  in  the  pur- 
chase of  any  stock  in  their  own 


or  in  any  other  corporation.  N.  Y. 
Laws  of  1850,  ch.  140,  §  8.  But  a 
railroad  that  has  leased  another 
may  exchange  its  stock  for  the 
stock  of  the  leaser  road.  N.  Y. 
Laws  of  1867,  oh.  254,  as  amended 
by  Laws  of  1879,  ch.  503.  Gen- 
erally, however,  such  an  authority 
is  not  to  be  implied  by  a  grant  of 
power  to  lease  other  roads. 
Salomons  v.  Laing,  12  Beav.  339, 
353.  In  several  states,  however, 
there  are  statutes  authorizing  rail- 
ways to  subscribe  under  certain 
restrictions  to  the  stock  of  other 
railway  companies.  Ohio  Act  of 
March  3,  1851,  §  4;  White  v.  Syra- 
cuse, etc.  R.  Co.,  14  Barb.  559;  Md. 
Laws  of  1836,  ch.  276,  granting  the 
privilege  to  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio 
R.  Co.;  Mayor  v.  Baltimore,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  21  Md.  50 ;  Beach  on  Railways, 
§  81.  In  Kansas  a  railway  com- 
pany may  purchase  shares  of 
stock  in  a  connecting  line  for  the 
purpose  of  consolidation.  Ryan  v. 
Leavenworth,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  21  Kan. 
363. 

50  Mcintosh  V.  Flint,  etc.  R.  Co., 
34  Fed.  Rep.  582. 

01  McMillan  v.  Carson  Hill  Union 
Mining  Co.,  12  Phila.  (Pa.)  404. 

B2  People  V.  Chicago  Gas  Trust 
Co.  (1889),  130  111.  268,  7  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  23. 
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formed  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  a  city  with  electric  light, 
and  claiming  the  exclusive  privilege  thereof,  after  its  stock  has 
been  purchased  by  the  president  of  the  gas  and  water" company, 
of  the  city,  for  the  purpose  of  destroying  competition,  is  not  en- 
titled to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  in  restraining  a  rival  company 
from  infringing  its  exclusive  privilege."  And  a  railroad  corpora- 
tion has  no  power  to  guarantee  dividends  to  the  subscribers  for 
stock  in  an  elevator  cbrporation.' 


,  04 


J. 

POWER   TO   BUY   ITS   OWN    SHARES. 

§  859.  Power  to  buy  and  hold  its  own  stock. — In  England, 
at  common  law,  a  corporation  can  not  buy  its  own  shares.  Such 
a  purchase  of  its  own  stock,  and  payment  by  debentures,  is  void, 
as  is  also  a  resale  of  it,  at  a  discount.^^  Transfer  to  a  trustee,  to 
hold  for  the  corporation,  is  alike  ineffective,  and  will  not  release 
the  seller  from  his  personal  liability,  in  case  of  insolvency  of  the 
corporation,  unless  he  was  ignorant  that  the  corporation  was  ben- 
eficiary of  the  trust;  though  the  transaction  may  be  legal,  where 
its  purpose  was  cancellation  of  the  stock,  and  where  its  forfeiture 
would  have  been  legal.  A  surrender  of  stock  to  the  corporation,, 
is  similar  to  a  purchase  by  the  corporation  of  its  own  stock. ^° 

In  the  United  States. — The  power  of  a  trading  corporation  to 
traffic  in  its  own  stock,  where  no  authority  to  do  so  is  conferred 
upon  it  by  the  terms  of  its  charter,  has  been  much  discussed  in 
the  courts,  and  their  conclusions  have  been  conflicting,  but  the 
decided  weight  of  authority,  both  in  England  and  in  the  Uiiited 
'  States,  is  against  the  existence  of  the  power,  unless  conferred  by 
express  grant  or  clear  implication.  An  exception  to  the  rule 
is  admitted  to  exist,  whereby  a  corporation  has  been  allowed  to 
take  its  own  stock  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt,  due  to  it,  and  as  a 
necessity  arising  in  order  to  avoid  loss.     If  a  corporation  can  buy 

63  Appeal    of   Scranton   Electric  703,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  798.     Yet.  In 

Light  &  Heat  Co.   (1888),  122  Pa.  this    case    the    charter    conferred 

St.  154,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  79.     Such  such  additional   powers  as  might 

corporation  wilfully  frustrates  the  be  convenient  for  the  due  and  suc- 

objects  of  its  institution  and  com-  cessful    execution    of   the    powers 

mits  a  fraud  on  the  public,  and  is  granted. 

not   entitled  to  an  equitable  con-  65  in  re  London  Celluloid  Co.,  39 

sideration.  Ch.  D.  190. 

54  Elevator    Co.    v.    Memphis    &  o"  Bellerby  v.  Rowland,  etc.  Co. 
Charleston  R.  Co.  (1887),  85  Tenn.    '  (1902),  2  Ch.  14. 
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one  share  of  its  stock  at  pleasure,  it  may  buy  every  share,  and  be 
without  any  stockholder  for  the  protection  of  creditors.  .  But  a 
trading  corporation  can  not  exist  without  stock  and  stockholders, 
and  the  law  forbids  the  organization  of  a  corporation  without 
stock.  Creditors  have  a  right  to  assume  that  stock,  once  issued 
and  not  called  back,  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  remains  out- 
standing in  the  hands  of  stockholders,  liable  to  respond  to  creditors 
to  the  extent  of  the  prescribed  liability.  And  it  matters  not, 
whether  the  stock  becomes  extinct  by  purchase,  by  the  corporation, 
that  issued  it,  or  is  held  subject  to  be  re-issued.^^  In  Illinois,  any 
corporation  may  buy  and  sell  its  stock,  if  it  is  solvent,  and  acts 
in  good  faith, ''^  but  not  to  the  injury  of  corporate  creditors.^* 
In  Iowa,  a  private  corporation  may  purchase  shares  of  its  own 
stock.*"  In  Massachusetts,  unless  prohibited  by  statute,  a  corpor- 
ation may  purchase  its  own  stock."*  All  the  courts  agree  that 
for  antecedent  debts,  -due  the  corporation,  it  may  take  its  own 
stock,  in  good  faith,  as  security  or  in  payment,  where  the  rights 
of  creditors  are  not  affected."^  A  corporation  may  take  its  own 
stock  by  way  of  gift,"^  or  bequest."*  By  statute  in  New  York, 
certain  corporations  are  prohibited  from  purchasing  or  loaning 
money  on  their  own  stock,''^  and  national  banks  are,  by  federal 
statute,  similarly  prohibited.""  The  doctrine  that  corporations, 
when  not  prohibited  by  their  charters,  may  buy  and  sell  their  own 
stocks,  is  supported  by  a  respectable  line  of  authorities."^     And  the 

67  Coppin   v.    GreenleeS   Co.,    38  84  Revanna,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dawsons 

Ohio  St.   275    (1882),   43  Am.   St.  (1846),  3  Gratt.  (Va.)  19. 

Rep.  425.     Vide  supra,   §  196,  re-  es  Battey    v.    Eureka    Bank,    6? 

ductioil   of   capital   stock  by  pur-  Kan.  384  (1901). 

chase  of  Its  own  shares.  ae  Burrows  v.  Nlblack  (1898),  84 

58  Bank  V.   Peoria,  etc.  Co.,  191  Fed.  111. 

III.  128  (1901).  67Dupee  v.  Boston,  etc.  Co.,  114 

59  Butler,  etc.  Co.  v.  Robbins  Mass.  37 ;  Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
(1894),  151  111.  588.  Marseilles,  84  111.  145,  84  111.  643; 

60  West  V.  Averill,  etc.  Co.,  109  Hartridge  v.  Rockwell,  R.  M. 
Iowa,  488  (1899).  Charlton,  260;    Robinson  v.   Beal, 

61  New  England  Trust  Co.  v.  26  Ga.  28;  Leland  v.  Hayden,  102 
Abbott  (1894),  162  Mass.  148.  Mass.   551;    American,  etc.  Co.  v. 

62  City  Bank  v.  Bruce  (1858),  Haven,  101  Mass.  308;  Bank  v. 
17  N.  Y.  507;  Barto  v.  Nix  (1896),  Bruce,  17  N.  Y.  507;  Jones  v. 
15  Wash.  563;  Porter  v.  Plymouth,  King,  86  111.  20;  Iowa,  etc.  Co.  v. 
etc.  Co.  (1904),  74  Pac.  938;  At-  Foster,  49  Iowa,  25;  Taylor  v. 
water  v.  Smith  (1898),  73  Minn.  Miami  Ex.  Co.,  6  Ohio,  176;  State 
507;  Roach  v.  Burgess,  62  S.  W.  v.  Building  Assn.,  ,35  Ohio  St. 
803  {Tex.  1901).  253;  Bank  v.  Champlain,  etc.  Co., 

63  Lake  Superior,  etc.  Co.  v.  18  Vt.  131;  Pierce  on  Railroads, 
Drexel  (1882),  90  N.  Y.  87.  505.     But  see  Holladay  v.  Elliott, 
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rule  appears  to  be  well  settled  in  the  United  States,  that  a  cor- 
poration may,  unless  prohibited  by  statute,  purchase  its  own  stock, 
•or  take  it  in  pledge  or  mortgage;  that  it  may  purchase  its  own 
stock  in  exchange  for  money  or  other  property,  and  hold,  re- 
issue or  retire  the  same,  provided  such  act  is  done  in  entire  good 
faith,  is  an  exchange  of  equal  value,  and  is  free  from  all  fraud, 
actual  or  constructive;^'  provided  that  the  corporation  is  neither 
insolvent  nor  in  process  of  dissolution,  and  that  the  rights  of 
creditors  are  not  injuriously  affected."^  In  the  absence  of  legis- 
lative provision  to  the  contrary,  a  corporation  may  hold  and  sell 
its  own  stock,  and  may  receive  it  in  pledge  or  in  payment,  in  the 
lawful  exercise  of  its'  corporate  powers.'"  And  a  very  late  au- 
thority holds  also  that  a  corporation,  if  not  prohibited  by  its  char- 
ter, which  gives  it  general  contractual  powers,  may  receive  its 
■own  capital  stock  from  a  stockholder,  and  pay  him  therefor  with 
the  bonds  of  another  corporation,  with  which  he  had  originally 
purchased  the  stock.'^  But  an  Ohio  court  declares  that  the  de- 
cided weight  of  authority  is  against  the  existence  of  the  power, 
unless  conferred  by  express  grant  or  clear  implication.'^  So, 
therefore  an  agreement  between  a  manufacturing  corporation  and 
a  stockholder,  to  purchase  its  stock  from  the  stockholder,  was 
held  void.'^  The  foundation  principle,  says  the  Ohio  court,  upon 
which  these  latter  cases  rest,  is  that  a  corporation  possesses  no 
powers,  except  such  as  are  conferred  upon  it  by  its  charter,  either 
by  express  grant  or  necessary  implication.  It  is  true,  however, 
that  in  most  jurisdictions,  where  the  right  of  a  corporation  to 
traffic  in  its  own  stock,  has  been  denied,  an  exception  to  the 
rule  has  been  admitted  to  exist,  whereby  a  corporation  has  been 
allowed  to  take  its  own  stock  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  it. 
This  exception  is  supposed  to  rest  on  a  necessity  which  arises  in 

8  Oreg.  84;  Preston  v.  Grand  Col-  Carriage  Co.    (Iowa,  1890),  45  N. 

liery,  etc.  Co.,  11  Sim.  327.  W.  Rep.  1037. 

68  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Salem,  etc.  72  Coppin  v.  Greenlees,  etc.  Co. 

Co.     (1889),     39     Fed.     Rep.     89,  (1882),  38  Ohio  St.  275. 

Deady,  J.,   citing  Bank  v.  Bruce,  fs  Coppin  v.  Greenlees,  etc.  Co. 

17  N.  Y.  510;  Taylor  v.  Exporting  (1882),   38  Ohio   St.   275,  43   Am. 

Co.,  6  Ohio,  176;  In  re  Insurance  Rep.  425;   Bartholomew  v.  Bently, 

Co.,   3   Hiss.  452;    Bank  v.  Trans-  1  Ohio   St.  42;    Strauss  v.   Insur- 

portation   Co.,   18   Vt.    138;    Clapp  ance  Co.,  5  Ohio  St.  59;    Bank  v. 

v.  Peterson,  104  111.  26;   Dupee  v.  Insurance   Co.,   12    Ohio   St.    601; 

Water  Power  Co.,  114  Mass.  37.  Hays  v.   Gallon,  29  Ohio  St.  338; 

«9  Clapp  V.  Peterson,  114  111.  26.  Currier  v.  Lebanon,  etc.  Co.,  56  N. 

'0  Dupee    v.    Water   Power    Co.,  H.  262;  Savings  Bank  v.  Melfkuh- 

114  Mass.  37.  lei,  19  Kan.  60. 

71  Rollins   V.    Shaver   Wagon    & 
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order  to  avoid  loss.  It  was  early  recognized  in  Ohio/*  and  has 
been  incidentally  referred  to  as  an  existing  right  since.'"'  But, 
however  that  ma}!^  be,  the  right  of  a  corporation  to  traffic  in  its 
own  stock,  appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  principle  of  the 
liability  of  stockholders  to  creditors.''*  Now,  it  is  just  as  plain 
that  a  business  or  trading  corporation  can  not  exist  without  stock 
and  stockholders,  as  it  is  that  the  creditors  of  such  corporation 
are  entitled  to  the  security,  from  the  hability  of  stockholders,  named 
in  the  constitution.''''  The  corporation  itself  can  not  be  a  stock- 
holder of  its  own  stock,  within  the  meaning  of  this  provision  of 
the  constitution.  Nobody  will  deny  this  proposition.  And  if 
a  corporation  can  buy  one  share  of  its  stock  at  pleasure,  why  may^ 
it  not  buy  every  share  ?  If  the  right  of  a  corporation  to  purchase 
its  own  stock  at  pleasure  exists  and  is  unlimited,  where  is  the 
provision,  intended  for  the  benefit  of  creditors?  This  is  not  the 
security  to  which  the  constitution  invites  the  creditors  of  corpora- 
tions. I  am  aware,  that  the  amount  of  stock  required  to  be 
issued,  is  not  fixed  by  the  constitution  or  by  statute,  and  also, 
that  provision  is  made  by  statute  for  the  reduction  of  the  capital 
stock  of  corporations ;  but  of  these  matters  creditors  are  bound  to 
take  notice.''*  They  have  a  right,  however,  to  assume  that  stock 
once  issued,  and  not  called  back,  in  the  manner  provided  by  law, 
remains  outstanding  in  the  hands  of  stockholders,  liable  to  respond 
to  creditors  to  the;  extent  of  the  individual  liability  prescribed. 
In  this  view  it  matters  not  whether  the  stock,  purchased  by  the 
corporation  that  issued  it,  becomes  extinct,  or  is  held  subject  to 
be  re-issued.  It  is  enough  to  know  that  the  corporation,  as  pur- 
chaser of  its  own  stock,  does  not  afford  to  creditors  the  security 
intended.  And  surely,  if  the  law  forbids  the  organization  of  a 
corporation  without  stock,  because  the  required  security  is  not 
furnished,  it  can  not  be,  that  having  brought  the  corporation  into 

74  Taylor  v.  Miami  Exporting  scribed  by  law;  but  in  all  cases, 
Co.,  6  Ohio,  176;  Coppin  t.  Green-  each  stockholder  shall  be  liable, 
lees,  etc.  Co.  (1882),  38  Ohio  St.  over  and  above  the  stock  by  him 
278.  or  her  owned,  and  any  amount  un- 

75  State  V.  Building  Assn.,  35  paid  thereon,  to  a  further  sum,  at 
Ohio  St.  258.  least    equal    in    amount    to    such 

78  Coppin  V.   Greenlees,  etc.  Co.  stock." 

(1882),    38    Ohio    St.    278;     Ohio  77  Coppin  v.  Greenlees,  etc.  Co. 

Const.,  art.  xiii,  §  3,  which  reads  (1882),  38  Ohio  St.  278;   State  v. 

as   follows:    "Dues   from  corpora-  Sherman,  22  Ohio  St.  411. 

tions  shall  be  secured  by  such  in-  78  Coppin  v.  Greenlees,  etc.  Co. 

dividual  liability  of  stockholders,  (1882),  38  Ohio  St.  278. 
and  other  means,  as  may  be  pre- 
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existence,  it  invests  it  with  power  to  assume,  at  pleasure,  the 
identical  character  or  relation  to  the  public  that  was  an  insur- 
mountable objection  to  the  giving  of  corporate  existence  in  the 
first  place."'"  A  solvent  corporation  may  purchase  the  ^tock  of 
its  resigning  president,  with  the  purpose  of  re-issuing  it  to  his 
successor.*" 

POWER    WITH    RESPECT   TO    CONTRACTS. 

§860.,  Power  to  contract. — The  power  of  a  corporation  to 
make  and  execute  contracts,  necessary  or  convenient  in  its  author- 
ized business,  is  a  power  incident  to  corporate  existence.'^  But 
a  corporation  has  no  power  to  enter  into  any  contract  which  is 
foreign  to  the  corporate  purposes,  set  out  or  implied  in  the  charter. 
"A  corporation,  and  an  individual,  do  not  stand  upon  the  same 
footing  in  regard  to  the  right  of  contracting.  The. latter  may 
make  all  contracts  which,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  are  no^  inconsistent 
with  the  interests  of  society;  whereas,  the  former,  being  created 
for  a  specific  purpose,  must  look  to  its  charter,  which  is,  as  it 
were,  the  law  of  its  nature,  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  its  capacity. 
It  can  not  only  make  no  contracts,  forbidden  by  its  charter,  but 
it  can  only  make  those  which  are  necessary  to  effectuate  the  pur- 
poses of  its  creation."*^  For  example,  an  insurance  company 
can  not  issue  policies  of  insurance  against  any  risks  not  authorized 
by'  its  charter,'^  and  such  an  ultra  vires  contract,  can  not  be 
validated  by  custom  of  the  corporation,  or  by  consent  or  ratifica- 
tion of  all  the  stockholders.**  "The  usage  of  a  corporation  does 
not  become  the  law  of  its  existence,  or  the  measure  of  its  powers. 
The  general  law  of  the  State,  (under  which  the  corporation  is-or- 
ganized),  of  which  all  persons  are  presumed  to  have  knowledge, 
is  the  source  and  limit  of  all  its  powers  and  duties;  and  these 
can  not  be  varied,  either  by  usage  or  contract."*^  The  power  to 
take  lands  for  turnpike  roads,  to  build  their  toll  houses,  erect  toll 
gates,  and  collect  their  tolls,  do  not  imply  the  power  to  erect 

79  Coppin  V.  Greenlees,  etc.  Co.  82  Blair  v.  Perpetual  Ins.  Co.,  10 

(1882),  38  Ohio  St.  278.  Mo.  559,  47  Am.  Dec.  129. 

sojosepli  V.  Raff   (N.  T.  1903),  sa  Andrews   v.   Union,   etc.   Ins. 

68  N.  E.  118.  Co.,  37  Me.  257. 

81  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  Chicago,  84  Louisville,     etc.     R.^  Co.     v. 

etc.  R.  Co.,  73  Mo.  389,  39  Am.  Rep.  Louisville  Trust  Co.,  174  U.  S.  552. 

212;    Spangler    v.    Butterfield,    6  ss  Coppin  v.  Greenlees,  etc.  Co., 

Colo.  356.  38  Ohio  St.  275,  43  Am.  Rfep.  4251 
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hotels,  establish  stage  and  transportation  lines,  and  to  purchase 
carriages  and  horses  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  business.*® 
§  86i.  Mode  of  executing  contracts,  deeds,  etc. — The  stat- 
ute of  Michigan,  providing  that  no  estate  in  land,  shall  be  created  - 
unless  by  deed  in  writing  subscribed  by  the  grantor,  does  not 
require  the  officers  of  a  corporation  to  follow  any  particular  form. 
The  signatures  of  the  president  and  secretary,  respectively,  fol- 
lowed by  the  words,  "president,"  and  "secretary,"  will  effect  con- 
veyance of  the  corporate  property.*^  Unless  otherwise  expressly  i 
required  by  statute  or  charter,  a  contract  may  be  executed  in  any 
one  of  the  following  described  ways : —  It  riiay  be  executed  in 
writing,  and  sealed  either  with  or  without  the  name  of  the  cor- 
poration subscribed,^^  or  in  writing  subscribed  in  the  corporate 
name  without  seal,*"  or  by  the  record  in  writing,  of  a  resolution 
by  the  board  of  directors,""  or  by  such  resolution  unwritten,"^  or 
by  the  oral  agreement  of  authorized  agents  of  the  corporation,"^ 
c-r  by  acquiescence  in  agreement  of  such  agents,"''  or  by  acceptance 
of  benefits  of  such  an  authorized  agreement."*  When  a  corporate 
deed  of  conveyance  Or  contract  is  executed  by  an  instrument  of 
writing,  there  should  appear  in  the  body  of  the  instrument,  the 
name  of  the  corporation,  as  the  grantor,  grantee,  contractor,  or 
contractee,  instead  of  the  name  of  the  director  or  other  officer, 
who  seals  or  acknowledges  the  instruinent. 

§  862.  Mode  of  signing  and  sealing.  Corporate  contracts, 
etc.,  under  seal. — The  name  of  the  corporation  as  subscribed 
to  the  instrument,  should  be  followed  by  the  word  "by,"  next  be- 
fore the  signature  of  the  person  who  executes  the  instrument  on 
behalf  of  the  corporation ;  followed  by  the  designation  of  his 
office,  as,  "president,"  or  whatever  it  may  be.  The  seal,  when 
affixed,  or  "scroll,"  should  be  subscribed  by  the  secretary,  with 
a  declaration  that  it  is  the  seal  of  the  corporation.  In  New 
Jersey,  proof  of  the  signature  of  the  president,  and  that  the  cor- 
se Downing  v.  Mt.  Washington  so  Argus  Co.  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  55 
Road  Co.  (1860),  40  N.  H.  230;  N.  Y.  495  (1874). 
State  V.  Comm'rs,  3  Zabriskie,  510.          91  Murray    v.    Beal     (1901),    23 

87  ismon    V.    Lader    (1903),    97      Utah,  548,  65  Pac.  726. 
N.  W.  769,  10  Det.  Leg.  N.  779.  92  Manchester    St.    Ry.    v.    Wil- 

es Louisville,   etc.  Ry.  V.  Louis-      ham  (N.  H.  1902),  52  Atl.  461. 
vllle  T.  Co.   (1899),  174  U.  S.  — ;  93  Neosho,   etc.   Co.   v.    Hannum 

Globe,  etc.  Co.  v.  Reid  ,(1897),  19       (1901),  10  Kan.  App.  499,  63  Pac. 
Ind.  App'.  203.  92. 

89  Barney  v.   Pforr    (1897),   117  94Poche    v.    New    Orleans,    etc. 

Cal.  56.  Co.    (1900),   52  La.  Ann.  1287,  27 

So.  797. 
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porate  seal  was  affixed,  will  suffice  as  an  acknowledgment.''  One 
who  is  interested  in  the  corporation,  as  stockholder  or  officer,  is 
not  competent  to  take  the  acknowledgement  of  the  person  who 
executed  the  instrument  f  nor  is  one,  who  is  interested  as  mort- 
gagee or  grantee  of  the  property  which  is  the  subject  of  the  in- 
strument.'^  The  seal  alone  is  sufficient  signature  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  proper  execution  of  the  instrument,  where  affixed  to  its 
power  of  attorney,  reciting  in  the  beginning  and  in  the  testimonium 
clause,  that  the  corporation  had  no  president,  and  that  the  execu- 
tion was  by  its  chairman,  and  by  another  director,  and  by  the  sec- 
retary, though  the  name  of  the  corporation  was  not  subscribed, 
apart  from  the  seal.  Under  the  circumstances,  it  is  presumed  that 
the  described  officers  had  authority  to  give  the  power  of  attorney ; 
and  that  the  seal  was  affixed  by  them."'  The  seal  is  unnecessary 
to  the  validity  of  a  contract  to  which  the  corporation  is  a  party.** 
The  letters,  "mfg.,"  instead  of  the  word  manufacturing,  is  suf- 
ficient in  the  signature  of  the  corporation  to  a  deed.^ 

§  863.  Acknowledgment  of  deed  by  corporation. — It  is  not  ^ 
necessary  that  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  appear  upon  the 
deed  itself,  if  the  proof  shows  that  the  corporate  officer  actually 
acknowledged  the  execution.^  As  between  the  parties  to  the 
deed,  a  defective  acknowledgment  does  not  affect  it.^  A  cor- 
porate deed  is  acknowledged  by  the  president  or  other  officer  who 
executed  it.*  In  making  the  acknowledgment,  the  statutory  re- 
quirements of  the  State  wherein  the  land  lies,  must  be  followed, 
as  to  substance  of  the  certificate,  and  the  officer  before  whom 
taken.  It  may  be  made  either  within,  or  without,  the  State.'  To 
the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  must  be  added,  the  affidavit  of 
the  person  making  the  acknowledgment  for  the  corporation,  that 
the  president  and  secretary,  or  persons  representing  them  in  the 
execution  and  acknowledgment  of  the  instrument,  were  actually 
the  corporate  officers  whom  they  purport  to  be,  and  are  authorized 
to  execute  it.     There  is  no  special   form,  at  common  law,   for 

95  General,   etc.   Co.   v.    Transit,  1  Seiberling    v.    Miller     (1904), 

etc.  Co.  (1898),  57  N.  J.  Eq.  460.  207  111.  443. 

se  Wilson  V.  Griess  (Neb.  1902),  2  Linderman    v.    Hastings,     etc. 

90  N.  W.  »66.  Co.   (1899),  38  N.  Y.  App.  488. 

97  Kothe   V.    Krag,    etc.    Co.,    20  s  Marvin    v.    Anderson     (1901), 

Ind.  App.  293  (1898).  Ill  Wis.  387. 

88  Graham  V.  Partee  (Ala.  1804),  *Lovett  v.   Steam,  etc.  Assn.,  6 

35  So.  1016.  Paige,  54  (1836). 

99  Suberly  v.  Miller   (1904),  207  5  Hodder  v.  Kentucky,   etc.  Ry. 

111.  443.    Tide  supra,  §  104.  (1881),  7  Fed.  793. 


1290  POWERS.  [§§  864-866; 

making  the  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by  a  corporation.  The 
secretary  may  make  the  acknowledgment.'  In  the  absence  of 
acknowledgment,  the  execution  may  be  proved,  but  only  by  sub- 
scribing witnesses.'^  The  several  States  generally  provide  by 
statute  for  the  method  and  form  of  acknowledgment  of  deeds,  by 
corporations  within,  as  well  as  without,  the  State. 

§  864.  Validity  of  contracts  executed  in  name  of  officer  in- 
stead of  corporation. — A  note,  contract,  deed  or  mortgage,  etc., 
may  be  enforced  by,  or  against,  a  corporation  which  is  the  real 
party  in  interest,  although  it  be  made  in  the  name  of  a  corporate 
officer,  or  agent,  instead  of  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  if 
the  corporation  undertakes  to  carry  out  the  contract.  The  cashier 
of  a  bank  may  transfer  bank-paper  by  signing  his  own  name  as 
cashier,  without  naming  the  bank.'  A  note,  given  and  signed  by 
an  individual,  as  "manager  and  president,"  may  be  shown  to 
be  the  obligation  of  the  corporation.'  An  instrument  signed  by  an 
individual  as,  "general  agent,"  may  be  proven  up  to  be  a  contract 
of  the  corporation.^"  A  deed  sealed  and  regularly  acknowledged, 
but  signed  by  the  president  only  in  his  own  name,  may  be  held 
good.^^ 

§  865.  Who  may  question  corporate  power  to  contract. — 
A  contract,  entered  into  by  the  corporation,  is  presumed  to  be 
within  the  charter  powers,  until  the  contrary  is  made  to  appear, 
the  burden  of  proof  that  it  is  ultra  vires,  being  upon  him  who  al- 
leges it.^^ 

§  866.  Contracts  prohibited  by  law  or  contrary  to  public 
policy. — As  in  the  case  of  any  individual,  any  contract  of  a 
corporation  is  void,  which  is  prohibited  by  law,  or  which  is  con- 
trary to  declared  public  policy ;  for  example,  a  usurious  contract,^* 


ePryne  v.   Adams,   etc.   Co.,   92  Colo.  App.  368  (1896),  46  Pac.  621; 

Hun,  214  (1895).  Jones  v.  Williams  (1897),  139  Mo. 

'Dodge    V.    American,    etc.    Co.  1,  37  L.  R.  A.  632;   Swarts  v.  Co- 

(1899),  109  Ga.  394,  34  S.  B.  772.  hen  (1894),  11  Ind.  App.  20. 

sMcIntrye  V.  Preston  (1848),  10  n  Consolidated  Coal  Co.,  etc.  v. 

111.  48,  48  Am.  Dec.  321;    Second  Peers   (1894),  150  111.  344;   Chou- 

Nat.   Bank  v.   Martin    (1891),   82  teau  v.  Allen  (1879),  70  Mo.  290; 

Iowa,  442;  McCormick  v.  Stockton,  Turner  v.  Kinston,  etc.  Co.  (Tenn. 

etc.  R.  R.  (1900),  130  Cal.  100.  1900),  59  S.  "W.  410;  Union,  etc.  Co. 

0  Jones    V.    Woolley     (1891),    2  v.  Robinson  (1897),  79  Fed.  420. 

Jdaho,  790,  26  Pac.  120;  In  re  Pen-  12  Ohio   &  Miss.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mc- 

dleton   Hardware   Co.    (1893),    24  Carthy,  96  U.  S.  267. 

Oreg.  330,  33  Pac.  544.  is  Commercial  Bank  v.  Nolan,  8 

10  Lewis  V.  Mutual,   etc.   Co.,   8  Miss.  508. 
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or  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  or  to  create  a  monopoly,  or  to 
prevent  competition.^* 

§867.  ^Contracts  by  quasi-public  corporations. — "The  prin- 
ciple is  that  where  a  corporation,  like  a  railroad  company,  has 
granted  to  it  by  charter,  a  franchise,  intended  in  large  measure 
.to  be  exercised  for  the  public  good,  the  due  performance  of  those 
functions  being  the  consideration  of  the  public  grant,  any  con- 
tract, which  disables  the  corporation  from  performing  those  func- 
tions, which  undertakes,  without  the  consent  of  the  State,  to 
transfer  to  others  the  rights  and  powers  conferred  by  the  charter, 
and  to  relieve  the  grantees  of  the  burden  which  it  imposes,  is  a 
violation  of  the  contract  with  the  State,  and  is  void  as  against 
public  policy."^" 

L. 

POWER    TO   ENTER    INTO    PARTNERSHIP. 

§  868.     Whether  a  corporation  may  enter  into  a  partnership. 

It  is  not  competent  for  a  corporation  to  become  a  partner  with 
another  corporation,  or  firm,  because,  the  relation  of  partners  is 
such,  that  any  one  partner  is  bound  by  the  agreement  of  any  of 
the  others,  and  no  corporation  has  any  right  to  so  abdicate  its 
powers,  by  becoming  subject  to  the  caprice  of  another.  That 
would  be  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  void,  and  contrary  to  the 
spirit  and  policy  of  the  law,  governing  corporations.^'     It  can  not 

1*  Distilling,  etc.  Co.  v.  People,  Hep.  800;  In  re  Warner,  7  Bankr. 

156  111.  448,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  200;  Reg.     47;     Smith    v.    Wright,     5 

Harding  v.  Am.  Glucose  Co.,  182  Sandf.  113;   Raymond  v.  Putnam, 

111.  551,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  189.  44  N.  H.  160;  Bullock  v.  Hubbard, 

15  Mr.  Justice  Miller  in  Thomas  23  Cal.  495;  Mullins  v.  Miller,  1 
V.  West  Jersey  R.  Co.,  101  U.  S.  Lower  Can.  J.  121;  Mellon  v. 
71;  Chicago  Gas  Light,  etc.  Co.  v.  Craig,  3  Ont.  R."  Ch.  Div.  546; 
People's,  etc^  Co., .  121  111.  530,  2  Lindley  on  Partnership,  *78,  cit- 
Am.  St.  Rep.  124.  ing  Gill  v.  Manchester,  S.,  etc.  Ry. 

16  State  V.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  49  Co.,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  186,  as  to  one 
Ohio  St.  137,  15  L.  R.  A.  145,  34  company  being  the  agent  of  an- 
Am.  St.  Rep.  541;  Mallory  v.  Han-  other,  if  not  its  partner.  See,  gen- 
auer  Oili  Works,  86  Tenn.  598;  erally,  as  to  corporations  entering 
Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co.,  101  into  partnership  3  Central  L. 
V.  S.  71;  Mestierv.  Chevalier,  etc.  Jour.  (1876)  668-9;  15  Fed.  Rep. 
Co.  (La.  1901),  32  So.  520;  Wit-  Note  of  Cases  (1883),  667-674,  71 
tenden  Mills  v.  Upton,  10  Gray  Amer.  Dec.  (1886)  681;  8  So. 
(Mass.),  582,  71  Am.  Dec.  681.  West.  Rep.  (1888)  396;  McKin- 
Yide  the  following  authorities  ney's  Note  of  Cases,  20  Amer.  & 
upon  the  contrary  proposition  that  Bng.  Corp.  Cas.  (1888)  485-6;  3 
a,  corporation  may  enter  into  part-  No.  of  Cases  (1888),  58,  59;  4  No. 
nership:    In  re  Hamilton,  1  Fed.  of  Cases  (1889),,  1-3;  cited  by  W. 
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become  a  member  of  a  "trust,"  for  that  is  a  board  of  trustees  unrec- 
ognized by  law.  Where  a  corporation,  by  so  joining  a  trust,  left 
itself  without  will,  and  without  power,  its  charter  was  held  for- 
feited.^'' A  corporation  has  no  power,  unless  it  is  expressly  con- 
ferred, to  enter  into  partnership  with  individuals,  or  with  another 
corporation,  but  it  may  acquire  and  hold  property,  in  common 
with  another,  and  make  joint  contracts,  as  in  traffic  agreements 
among  railroad  corporations.^^  Nevertheless,  as  will  be  seen,^" 
a  corporation  may  be  held  to  partnership  liability,  upon  its  con- 
tracts, under  circumstances,  where  an  individual  may  be  held 
liable.^"  "It  may  be  considered  as  prima  facie  ultra  vires,  for  an 
incorporated  company  to  enter  into  partnership  with  other  per- 
sons."^^  But  there  are  cases  in  which  partnership  agreements  be- 
tween corporations,  or  between  a  corporation  and  other  persons, 
have  been  sustained  and  enforced.  In  an  early  case  in  Georgia, 
in  holding  that  a  contract  respecting  the-use  of  machinery,  which 

H.  Winters  in  "The  Bibliography 
of  Commercial  Trusts"  (1890),  7 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  236.  See,  also, 
notes  and  articles  upon  the  con- 
solidation of  corporations:  Elliott 
(C.  B.),  17  "West.  Jur.  (1883) 
345-359;  Elliott  (C.  B.),  17  Centr. 
L.  Jour.  (1883)  382-3;  6  N.  J. 
Law  Jour.  (1883)  360-3;  Freeman 
(A.  C),  79  Am.  Dec.  (1886)  422- 
428;  Desty  (Robt.),  2  Lawy.  Rep. 
Ann.  (1889)  .726-8.  "Amalgama- 
tion of  Companies:"  43  London 
Law  Times    (1867),  209-210;   and 

17  Solicitor's  Jour.  (1873)  362-364. 

17  People  V.  North  River,  etc. 
Co.,  121  N.  y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33, 

18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843;  Bishop  v. 
American,  etc.  Co.,  157  111.  284,  48 
Am.  St.  Rep.  317;  Chicago  &  Alton 
R.  Co.  V.  Mulford,  162  111.  533; 
Mallory  v.  Hanaur  Oil  Works,  86 
Tenn.  598,  8  S.  W.  396. 

18  Hill  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Boston,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  104  Mass.  122;  New  York, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Pulton  Bank,  7  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  412;  State  v.  Concord  R. 
Co.,  59  N.  H.  85. 

10  Vide  supra,  Partnership  Lia- 
bility, §§  126-140. 

20  Cleveland  Paper  Co.  v.  Cour- 
ier Co.,  67  Mich.  152;  French  v. 
Donohue,  29  Minn.  111. 


21  Lindley  on  Partnership,  *79, 
80,  citing  the  American  cases 
Sharon  Coal  Co.  v.  Fulton  Bank, 
.  7  Wend.  412;  Catskil  Bank  v. 
Gray,  14  Barb.  479;  and  as  to  hold- 
ing out.  Holmes  v.  Old  Colony  R. 
Co.,  5  Gray,  58.  Whittenton  Mills 
V.  Upton,  10  Gray,  582.  In  this 
case  a  person  bought  thei  machin- 
ery, tools  and  stock  of  a  foundry 
which  he  hired.  The  foundry  had 
previously  furnished  machinery  to 
a  manufacturing  corporation.  The 
lessor  of  the  foundry  and  the  cor- 
poration then  made  an  agreement 
by  which  the  corporation  was  to 
advance  money  for  the  machinery, 
tools,  stock  and  rent,  the  lessor 
was  to  have  a  salary,  and  the 
profits  of  the  business  done  by 
him  was  to  be  divided  for  five 
years,  subsequently  extended  three 
years.  In  the  purchase  of  ma- 
chinery for  the  corporation  the 
parties  dealt  as  strangers.  It  was 
held  that  the  corporation  could 
not  put  its  business  beyond  its 
control,  enter  inf;o  any  business 
foreign  to  that  for  which  it  was 
created  (cotton  manufacturing), 
nor  enter  into  partnership  for  that 
purpose. 
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the  parties  styled  a  "lease,"  was,  in  fact,  a  partnership,  on  the 
ground  that  the  so-called  "rental"was  to  he  paid  only  out  of 
the  net  profits  of  the  business,  and  was  not  to  exceed  a  certain 
proportion  of  them,  the  court  below  said:  "The  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  is  a  corporation  and  the  Dalton  City  Company  is  also 
a  corporation,  makes  no  difference  iii  the  legal  principles  which 
govern  the  case,  for  a  corporation  may  be  a  machinist  in  the  eye 
of  the  law,  as  well  as  an  individual."  And  on  appeal,  this  proposi- 
tion was  not  denied. ^^  In  a  later  well-argued  case  in  Connecticut, 
it  appeared  that  the  Stevens  Company,  a  partnership  engaged  in 
the  manufacture  of  toys,  was  a  member  of  a  firm  known  as 
the  American  Toy  Company,  engaged  in  the  wholesale  and  retail 
toy  business.  The  Stevens  partnership,  being  technically  dis- 
solved by  the  death  of  one  of  its  members,  the  heirs  and  surviving 
partners-  applied  to  the  legislature  for  a  charter  of  incorporation, 
on  the  ground  that  the  business  was  prosperous,  and  any  break  in 
its  management  would  work  injuriously  to  all  concerned.  The 
legislature  granted  a  charter,  reciting  the  substance  of  the  petition 
in  the  preamble  of  the  act ;  and  it  was  decided  in  an  elaborate 
opinion,  that  the  act  authorized  the  corporation  to  continue  the 
business,  as  it  was  then  conducted,  and  to  continue  the  partner- 
ship relation  with  the  toy  company.^^  And  where  nothing,  in  an 
act  of  incorporation,  specified  the  business  to  be  done,  nor  did 
anything  in  the  corporate  name  suggest  it,  and  all  the  stock  was 
held  by  a  single  stockholder,  the  corporation  having  entered  into 
partnership  with  a  firm,  to  be  terminated  at  will  by  the  corporation, 
the  court  held  that  this  was  not  ultra  vires  on  its  part.^*     If  a 

22  Dalton    City    Co.    v.    Dalton  rule  may  be  stated  to  be  that  It 
Manuf.  Co.  (1852),  33  Ga.  243.  lies  on  those  who  impeach  the  con- 

23  Butler  V.   American   Toy   Co.  tract  to  show  that  it  is  avoided. 
(1878),  46  Conn.  136.  The  contrary  rule  would  probably 

2*  Allen   V.   Woonsocket  Co.,   11  produce  a  great  deal  of  litigation 

R.  I.  288  (1876).  It  was  here  said :  in  this  state.     It  is  believed  that 

"Where   a   corporation   is   created  there  are  many  charters  of  corpo- 

for   special  purposes,  there  is  no  rations   doing  a  very  large  busl- 

. doubt  that  it  must  be  confined  in  ness  where  in  the   charter  itself 

its   operations   to  those  purposes.  no  purpose  whatever   is   specified 

But    in    the    construction    of    its  (although  in  one,  the  Lonsdale,  it 

powers  it  may  be  sometimes  very  is  described  in  the  title  of  the  act, 

important  to  consider  whether  the  and  there  only  as  a  manufacturing 

corporation  is  bound  to  show  that  corporation),   and  a  still   greater 

the  act  done  is  within  its  granted  number  where  the  intended  busi- 

powers,  or  whether  the  contestant  ness   can   only   be   inferred    from 

is  bound  to  show  that  it  is  beyond  the  nkme.    In  such  cases  the  fact 

them.     .     .     .     And   the   general  that    the    persons    were    incorpo- 
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corporation  becomes  a  co-partner  in  a  partnership,  it  can  not 
plead  its  tiltra  vires  act  against  liability  for  the  partnership  debts. ^* 
A  debtor  to  a  partnership,  made  up  of  an  individual  with  a  cor- 
poration, can  not  set  up,  as  defense,  the  illegality  of  the  corpora- 
tion, by  reason  of  its  entry  into  the  partnership.^"  Any  person, 
who  "is  party  to,  or  who  with  notice  deals  with,  a  corporation 
which  has  entered  into  a  co-partnership,  is  estopped  to  plead 
ultra  vires  in  ahy  action  by  or  against  the  corporation  or  co-part- 
nership.'" If  two  corporations  are  jointly  carrying  on  a  business 
under  an  assumed  name,  its  property  belongs  one-half  to  each 
corporation."*  A  corporation  must  account  to  the  other  partners, 
where  it  has  entered  the  partnership,  notwithstanding  it  was 
ultra  vires."^ 

§  86g.  Arrangement  upheld  though  the  partnership  is  not. 
The  results  of  partnership  arrangements,  between  corporation  and 
individuals,  have  been  subjected  to  the  rules  governing  partner- 
ships, and  their  contracts  enforced  even  where  the  agreement  has 
not  been  upheld.'*    Accordingly,  where  a  corporation  and  an  in- 


rated,  and  the  fact  that  the  legis- 
lature and  the  corporators  have 
acquiesced  in  the  doing  of  a  par- 
ticular business,  or  in  a  continued 
course  of  dealing,  might  be  en- 
titled to  weight.  If  the  partner- 
ship had  been  for  a  definite  period, 
it  might  well  be  argued  that  the 
respondent  had  no  right  to  make 
such  a  contract.  But  it  was  a 
mere  partnership  at  will,  termi- 
nable at  any  moment  by  either 
party.  The  respondent,  therefore, 
did  no  more  part  with  the  control 
of  the  business  than  if  it  had  em- 
ployed the  partners  as  agents,  and 
its  right  to  do  that  cannot  very 
well  be  denied." 

25  Cameron  v.  Ford,  etc.  Bank 
(Tex.  1896),  34  S.  "W.  178;  John- 
son V.  Weed,  etc.  Co.  (1899),  103 
Wis.  291. 

28  Wilson  V.  Carter,  etc.  Co.,  46 
W.  Va.  469  (1899),  33  S.  B.  249. 

27  7»i  re  Brvin  (1901),  109  Fed. 
135;  Wallerstein  v.  Ervln  (1901), 
112  Fed.  124;  Kelly  v.  Biddle,  120 
Mass.  147  (1901). 

28Guernlck  v.  Alcott  (1902),  66 
Ohio  St.  94. 


29  Boyd  V.  American,  etc.  Co. 
(1897),  182  Pa.  St.  206. 

30  Where  a  corporation  entered 
into  regular  articles  of  copartner- 
ship with  an  individual,  and  goods 
were  sold  in  good  faith  relying 
upon  the  liability  of  both  the  cor- 
poration and  the  Individual,  it 
was  held  not  necessary  to  estab- 
lish a  valid  copartnership  between 
the  defendants  to  create  the  lia- 
bility claimed  against  them.  A 
corporation  may,  in  furtherance 
of  the  object  of  its  creation,  con- 
tract with  an  individual,  although 
the  effect  of  the  contract  may  be 
to  impose  upon  the  company  the 
liability  of  a  partner.  And  as  to 
third  persons  the  liability  of  a 
partner  is  frequently  imposed,  al- 
though it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  party  sought  to  be  charged 
to  become  oiie,  and  even  though  a 
partnership  could  not  have  been 
made.  Cleveland,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cour- 
ier, etc.  Co.  (1887),  67  Mich.  152, 
citing  Manhattan,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Sears,  45  N.  Y.  799;'  Leggett  v. 
Hyde,  58,  N.  Y.  272;  Raft  Co.  v. 
Roach,   97  N.  Y.   378.     Where  a 
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dividual  have  assumed  to  enter  into  partnership  and  jointly  trans- 
act business  together,  they  may,  by  reason  .of  their  joint  interest, 
recover  upon  obligations  made  to  them  in  their  partnership  name, 
irrespective  of  their  partnership  rights  and  duties  as  between 
themselves,  or  the  capacity  of  the  association  to  execute  the  powers 
incident  to  a  partnership.'^  While  a  corporation,  and  individuals 
,  who  have  gone  into  partnership  to  run  a  ferry,  do  not  constitute 
a  partnership,  they  may  be  partners  in  the  profits  of  the  ferry, 
being  tenants  in  common  thereof,  and  as  such  entitled  to  share  in 
its  earnings.'^  In  the  case  of  an  agreement  between  two  railroad 
companies  for  the  interchange  of  traffic,  with  through  tickets  and 
through  rates,  where  one  of  the  companies  took  a  shipment  for 
a  station  on  the  other's  road,  it  was  assumed  that  if  the  agreement 
was  not  a  partnership,  it  was  sufficient  to  constitute  one  company 
the  agent  of  the  other  to  make  the  contract  of  carriage.'^  The 
weight  of  authority,  however,  is  contrary  to  the  existence  of  any 
irriplied  power  in  corporations,  to  enter  into  partnership  agreements 
with  other  companies  or  individuals  ;^*  the  reason  frequently  as- 
signed being,  that  it  is  contrary  to  public  policy  that  corporations 


company  leased  Its  iron  works  to 
an  Individual  for  five  years,  re- 
serving a  part  of  the  prqflts  for 
rent,  as  the  company  had  an  in- 
terest in  the  profits  as  such,  it 
was  held  liable  as  a  partner,  and 
the  contract  was  sustained.  Cats- 
kill  Bank  v.  Gray,  14  Barb.  479. 
A  bank  which  could  only  take  ten 
per  cent,  and  an  insurance  com- 
pany which  could  take  twelve  per 
cent,  on  loans,  were  composed  of 
the  same  stockholders  and  officers 
and  used  the  same  room  and  vault. 
The  profits  of  the  bank  on  ex- 
change and  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany on  loans  were  divided  be- 
tween the  two.  On  suit  against 
the  bank  as  a  partner  on  account 
of  depreciation  of  bills  deposited 
with  the  insurance  company,  it 
was  said  the  tifo  corporations 
could  not  form  a  partnership,  but 
could  make  joint  contracts,  and  a 
verdict  fo»  the  plaintiff  was  af- 
firmed. Marine  Bank  v.  Ogden,  29 
111.  248. 

31  French  v.  Donohue  (1882),  29 
Minn.  111^ 


52  Haekett  v.  Multnomah  Ry.  Co. 
(1885),  12  Oreg.  130. 

53  Gill  v.  Manchester!  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1873),  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  186.  A  cor- 
poration was  organized  to  ac- 
quire, develop  and  sell  lands  and 
water  rights,  and  being  a  mere 
agency  for  more  conveniently  car- 
rying out  the  agreements  between 
the  parties  organizing  it,  was  held 
to  constitute  a  partnership,  and 
the  entire  capital  stock  of  the  cor- 
poration was  treated  as  partner- 
ship assets.  Sharb  v.  Beaudry,  56 
Cal.  446  (1880). 

34  Central  R,.,  etc.  Co.  v.  Smiih. 
76  Ala.  572,  52  Am.  Rep.  353;  Mal- 
lory  v.  Hanaur  Oil  Works  (1888), 
86  Tenn.  598;  People  v.  North 
River  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  (1890),  "121 
N.  Y.  582;  Whittenton  Mills  v.  Up- 
ton, 10  Gray,  582;  New  York,  etc, 
Canal  Co.  V.  Fulton  Bank,  7  Wend, 
412;  Charlton  v.  New  Castle,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  5  Jur.  (N,  S.)  1097;  An 
gell  &  Ames  on  Corporations 
§  272;  1  Morawetz  on  Priv.  Cor- 
porations, §  421;  Green's  Brice 
Ultra  Tires,  334  et  seq.;  Common- 
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should  be  bound,  except  by  the  acts  of  their  regularly  appointed 
directors  and  officers,  while  as  members  of  partnerships  they 
could  be  bound  by  the  acts  of  the  other  members  of  the  firm.^* 
Not  only,  it  is  said,  does  the  partnership  relation  interfere  with 
the  management  of  the  corporation  by  its  regularly  appointed 
officers,  but  it  is  also  an  impairment  of  the  authority  of  its  share- 
holders themselves,  and  involves  the  company  in  new  responsibil- 
ities through  agents  over  whom  they  have  no  control.'"  And,  if 
two  companies  contract  for  a  permanent  amalgamation,  it  is 
equivalent  to  the  Creation  of  a  new  corporation,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  sovereign,  and  therefore  ultra  vires.^'' 

M. 

MISCELLANEOUS   POWERS. 

§  870.  Power  of  corporation  to  dedicate  to  public  use. — A 
railroad  may  dedicate,  as  a  public  highway,  its  real  estate  conveyed 
to  it  for  railroad  purposes.'^  A  dedication  of  land  to  the  public 
use,  vests  in  the  public  a  right  to  use  the  same  without  the  naming 
of  a  grantee,  or  the  existence  of  any  specific  grantee.^'  An  es- 
sential to  the  dedication  of  property  to  public  use,  is  that  it  be 
forever.     Any  reservation  of  right  to  revoke  it,  defeats  the  dedica- 

wealth   V.    Smith,   10   Allen,   448;  sewhittenton  Mills  v.  TJpton,  10 

Hanson    v.    Paige,    3    Gray,    239;  Gray,  582,  71  Am.  Dec.  681;   Mal- 

Bissell    V.    Michigan    Southern    &  lory  v.  Hanaur  Oil-Works   (1888), 

N.  I.  R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258;   Cats-  86  Tenn.  598. 

kill  Bank  v.  Gray,  14  Barb.  471;  s-  Charlton  v.  New  Castle,  etc. 
Catskill  Bank  v.  Hooper,  5  Gray,  R.  Co.,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1097.  The  pro- 
574;  Marine  Bank  v.  Ogden,  29  jectors  of  a  canal  lying  in  two 
111.  248;  Conkling  v.  Washington  states  obtained  separate  charters 
Univ.,  2  Md.  Ch.  497;  Gunn  v.  Cen-  for  each  portion,  each  corporation 
tral  R.,  etc.  Co.j  74  Ga.  509;  Jones  having  the  same  officers,  and  by  a 
V.  Parker,  29  N.  H.  31;  Van  by-law  the  stock  was  consolidated. 
Keuren  v.  Trenton  Co.,  13  N.  J.  The  court  said  in  the  case  that  al- 
Bq.  302;  French  v.  Donohue,  29  though  it  was  not  necessary  to 
Minn.  Ill;  Lamoille  Val.,  etc.  R.  decide  the  point  whether  corpora- 
Co.  V.  Bixby,  55  Vt.  235;  Ontario  tions  might  consolidate  or  form 
Salt  Co.  V.  Merchants'  Salt  Co.,  18  a  partnership,  general  principles 
Ont.  Ch.  540.  Accordingly,  a  rail-  were  against  such  powers.  New 
road  cannot  form  a  partnership  York,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pulton  Bank,  7 
with  a  private  person  unless  espe-  Wend.  412. 

cially   authorized   by   its    charter.  as  So.  Pac.  Co.  v.  City  of  Pomona 

Ledginger  v.  Central  Line  Steam-  (Cal.  1904),  77  Pac.  929. 

ers,  75  Ga.  567;   Gunn  v.  Central  39  Coffin    v.     City    of    Portland 

R.,  etc.  Co.,  74  Ga.  509.  (C.  C.  1886),  27  Fed.  412;  City  of 

36Hackett    v.    Multnomah    Ry.  Llano  v.  Llano  Co.  (1886),  5  Tex. 

Co.   (1885),  12  Oregon,  129.  Civ.  App.  132. 
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tion/"  Any  corporation  owning  land,^  has  the  same  power  as  an 
individual  to  dedicate  to  public  use,  a  part  thereof/^  A  railroad 
having  right-of-way  and  adjoining  lands  with  public  lands, 
granted  in  aid  of  its  construction,  may  dedicate  to  the  public  the 
right  to  cross  its  track  and  right-of-way.''^ 

§  871.  Notice  of  corporate  powers.  Who  are  chargeable 
with  notice. — The  doctrine  of  notice  of  corporate  powers  of 
course,  includes  notice  of  the  authority  and  powers  of  the  agents 
and  officers,  by  whom  only  the  corporation  acts.*^  Therefore  per- 
sons dealing  with  the  managers  of  a  corporation,  must  take  notice 
of  the  limitations  imposed  upon  their  authority  by  the  act  of  in- 
corporation.** Although  a  person,  dealing  with  a  domestic  cor- 
poration, is  charged  with  knowledge  of  the  general  law  regt(lating 
corporations,  statutory  as  well  as  unwritten,  and  even  when  deal- 
ing with  the  agents  of  a  foreign  corporation,  must  likewise  take 
notice  of  every  limitation  in  its  charter,  yet  he  is  not  affected  with 
notice  of  statutes  of  a  general  nature,  enacted  by  the  foreign 
State,  though  they  tend  to  abridge  the  corporate  powers.*^  Where 
certain  classes  of  corporations,  for  instance,  banks,  have  es- 
tablished, recognized,  and  well-known  usages,  all  persons  dealing 
with  them  through  their  agents,  will  be  affected  with  notice  of 
those  usages,  and  the  contracts  of  such  corporations  will  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  them.*^  The  question  whether  courts  will 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  powers  of  a  corporation,  is,  of  course, 
a  totally  different  subject.  It  may  be  said,  however,  that  it  de- 
pends on  whether  the  corporation  is  incorporated  by  special  charter 

40  City  of  San  Francisco  v.  6  El.  &  Bl.  327;  Ernest  v.  Nicholls, 
Canavan  (42  Cal.  541).  6  H.  L.  C.  401,  419;   Fountalne  v. 

41  Blen  y.  Bear  River,  etc.  Co.,  Carmarthen  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  Eq. 
20  Cal,  620,  81  Am.  Dec.  132;  Haw-  316,  322. 

ley  V.   Gray   Bros.   Artificial,   etc  **  Pearce  v.  Madison,  etc.  R.  Co., 

Co.,  106  Cal.  337.  21  How.  441. 

42  Northern  Fac.  R.  Co.  v.  City  45  Hoyt  v.  Thompson,  19  N.  Y. 
of  Spokane  (1894),  64  Fed.  506.  207;  Bank  of  Chillicothe  v.  Dodge, 

43  Beatty  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  2  8  Barb.  233.  Contra,  City  Fire 
Johns.  109;  Dabney  V.  Stevens,  2  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carriage,  41  Ga.  660. 
Sweeney,  415,  affd  46  N.  Y.  681;  46  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  195; 
Silliman  v.  Fredericksburg,  etc.  R.  Renner  v.  Bank  of  Columbia,  9 
Co.,  27  Gratt.  119;  Salem  Bank  v.  Wheat.  581;  Lincoln,  etc.  Bank  v. 
Gloucester  Bank,  17  Mass.  1,  29;  Page,  9  Mass.  155;  Whltwell  v. 
Root  V.  "Wallace,  4  McLean,  8;  Johnson,  17  Mass.  245;  City  Bank 
Zabriskie  v.  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.,  v.  Cutter,  3  Pick.  414;  Haddock  v. 
23  How.  398;  In  re  County  Life  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  53  Iowa,  542; 
Assur.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  288,  293;  Jackson  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cross,  9  Heisk. 
Royal  British  Bank  v.  Turquand,  283. 
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or  under  a  general  law.    For  courts  will  not  take  judicial  notice 
of  a  special  charter.*' 

§  872.  Notice  of  powers  of  corporate  officers. — The  con- 
stitution of  a  corporation,  and  consequently  the  corporate  powers, 
are  presumed  to  be  known  as  matters  of  law  to  all  persons  in- 
terested in  the  corporate  enterprise  or  dealing  with  the  corpora- 
tion." Every  person  who  enters  into  a  contract  with  a  corpora- 
tion, is  bound  at  his  peril  to  take  notice  of  the  legal  limits  of  its 
capacity.**  And  all  persons  dealing  with  a  corporation,  are  bound 
to  take  notice  of  its  charter,  constitution,  by-laws,  and  manner  of 
doing  business.""  But  if  a  contract  would,  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances, be  within  the  corporate  powers,  and  the  other  party,  ex- 
ercising reasonable  care,  does  not  discover,  that  by  reason  of 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  corporation  is,  in 
that  instance,  exceeding  its  charter  privileges,  it  can  not  plead  its 
want  of  authority  as  a  ground  upon  which  to  avoid  liability.'^ 
There  is  much  authority  in  favor  of  the  general  rule,  that  out- 
siders are  not  charged  with  knowledge  of  the  by-laws  of  a  cor- 
poration.''^   Accordingly,  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  no  defense  to 


"  Kelly  V.  Alabama,  etc.  R.  Co., 
58  Ala.  489. 

*8  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  264; 
Davis  V.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.,  131 
Mass.  258;  Relfe  v.  Rundle,  103 
U.  S.  222;  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Hol- 
lister,  118  U.  S.  256,  263;  Bohmer 
V.  City  Bank,  77  Va.  445;  Leonard 
v.  American  Ins.  Co.,  97  Ind.  299; 
Haden  v.  Farmers',  etc.  Assn.,  80 
Va.  683;  Spence  y.  Mobile,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  79  Ala.  576. 

*9  Pearce  v.  Madison,  etc.  R.  Co, 
21  How.  441;  Davis  v.  Old  Colony 
R.  Co.,  131  Mass.  258,  41  Am.  Rep. 
221;  Aslibury  Ry.  etc.  Co.  v. 
Richie,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  653;  East 
Anglian  Ry.  Co.  v.  Eastern  Coun- 
ties Ry.  Co.,  11  C.  B.  775. 

so  Bocock  v.  Alleghany  Coal  & 
Iron  Co.  (1887),  82  Vo.  913,  3  Am. 
St.  Rep.  128;  Elevator  Co.  v.  Mem- 
phis, etc.  R.  Co.  (1887),  85  Tenn. 
703. 

51  Express  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co., 
99  U.  S.  191,  199;  Zabriskie  v. 
Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.,  22  How. 
381,  398;  Bissell  v.  Michigan,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.   264;    Davis  Old 


Colony  R.,  131  Mass.  258,  260,  41 
Am.  Rep.  221;  Charleston,  etc. 
Turnpike  Co.  v.  Willey,  16  Ind. 
34;  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Hawkes,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  331,  338. 
Gf.  Fontaine  v.  Carmathen  Ry.  Co., 

5  Eq.  322.  Thus  where  directors 
have  power  to  bind  the  company 
on  certain  condition,  a  person 
dealing  with  them  may  assume 
that  the  conditions  have  been  -ful- 
fllled.  Potterdell  v.  Fareham 
Brick  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  674;  Royal 
British  Bank  v.  Turquand,   5  El. 

6  B.  248,  6  El.  &  B.  327.  And  an 
innocent  holder  of  negotiable  se- 
curities which  it  is  in  the  power 
of  directors  to  issue  is  not  bound 
to  see  that  certain  preliminaries 
on  the  part  of  the  company  which 
ought  to  have  gone  through  have 
been  gone  through.  In  re  Land 
Credit  Co.,  Ex  parte  Iverend  & 
Gurney,  4  Ch.  460. 

52  Fay  V.  Noble,  12  Cush.  1;  Ten 
Broek  V.  Boiler,  etc.  Co.,  20  Mo. 
App.  19;  Kingsly  v.  New  England 
Ins.  Co.,  8  Cush.  403;  Mechanics' 
Bank   v.    Smith,   19    Johns.    115;. 
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an  action  for  breach  of  a  contract  by  a  corporation,  that,  in  enter- 
ing into  the  contract,  it  violated  its  own  rules,  when  that  fact  was 
within  its  knowledge  at  the  time  the  contract  was  entered  into.^" 
But  where  the  want  of  power  is  apparent,  upon  comparing  the 
act  done  with  the  terms  of  the  charter,  the  party  dealing  with  the 
corporation  is  presumed  to  have  knowledge  of  the  defect,  and 
the  defense  of  ultra  vires  is  available  against  him."* 

§  872a,  A  corporation  cannot  be  executor  except  by  express 
authority  of  statute.  A  corporation  can  act  only  through  its 
agents,  and  the  duties  of  executor  being  personal,  are  incapable 
of  being  delegated  to  an  agent."'  A  corporation  may  be  a  trustee, 
where  it  is  necessary  for  it  to  hold  property  in  trust  for  a  purpose 
within  its  corporate  power."* 

Pozver  to  confess  judgment,  or  compromise,  or  arbitrate. — ^A 
corporation  has  the  same  right  as  a  natural  person,  to  compromise 
a  suit,  or  to  submit  any  matter  in  dispute  to  arbitration,  or  to 
confess  judgment."^ 

Anglo-Califomlan  Bank  v.  Grang-  B4  Bissell   v.   Michigan,   etc.   R. 

«rs'  Bank,  63  Cal.  359.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  264. 

53  Samuel    v.    Fidelity,    etc.   Co.  ss  Georgetown  College  v.  Browne! 

(1888),  49  Hun,  122.     Thus  in  a  (1871),  34  Md.  450;  Farmers',  etc. 

recent  case  It  was  held  that  par-  Co.  v.  Smith  (Conn.  1902),  51  Atl. 

ties  contracting  with  a  corporation  609;    Jn  re  Thompson    (1861),  33 

without    actual    notice    of    rules  Barb.  334.     Vide  30  L.  R.  A.  240. 

adopted  by  it,  hy  which  it  exempts  se  white    v.    Rice    (1897),    112 

itself  from  liability  on  contracts  Mich.  403.     Vide  supra,  §  8296. 

unless    they   are   in   writing   and  bt  Northern  Liberty,  etc.  Co.  v. 

signed  by  its  president,  will  not  Kelly,  113  U.  S.  199;   Solomon  v. 

be  bound  by  such  rules.     "Walker  Schneider  &  Co.,  56  Neb.  680,  77 

V.  Wilmington,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1887),  N.  W.  65;  Norville  v.  Tract.  Soc, 

26  S.  C.  80.  123  Mass.  129,  25  Am.  Rep.  40. 
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Legislative  control  over  corporations.     Sections  923-924. 

Police  power  of  the  state.    Sections  928-932. 

Railroad  right  of  way,  power  of  eminent  domain.    Section  1040. 

1040. 
Street  railways'  right  to  use  of  streets.     Section  1069. 
Telegraph  and  telephone  companies'  right  of  way.  Section  1082. 

§  873.  The  p(?wer  defined. — The  right  of  Eminent  Domain 
is  the  right  to  take  private  property  for  public  uses.  It  is  inherent 
in  every  independent  government,  and  without  Hmitations,  except 
those  self-imposed.  It  is  an  attribute  of  sovereignty.  The  ex- 
pediency of  appropriating  any  particular  property,  is  a  question 
for  its  own  determination,  beyond  judicial  interference.^  "Emin- 
ent domain,  or  the  right  or  power  of  eminent  domain,  is  the  right- 
ful authority  which  exists  in  every  sovereignty,  to  regulate  those 
rights  of  a  public  nature  which  pertain  to  its  citizens  in  common, , 
and  to  appropriate  and  control,  individual  property  for  the  public 
benefit,  as  the  public  safety,  necessity,  convenience,  or  welfare 
may  demand."''  Although  the  charter  of  a  corporation  is  a  contract 


1  Boom  Co. 
S.  406. 


V.  Patterson,  98  U. 


2  Cooley  on  Const.  Limitations, 
524 ;  People  v.  Humphrey,  23  Mich. 
471. 
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between  the  State  and  the  corporation,  yet  it,  like  other  contracts, 
is  made  subject  to  the  sovereign  power  of  eminent  domain;  and 
the  property  of  a  corporation  and  its  franchises  may,  therefore, 
be  taken  for  pubHc  uses,  Hke  the  property  of  individuals,  without 
violating  the  obligation  of  the  contract.'  Even  the  franchises  of 
one  corporation  may  be  condemned,  for  the  benefit  of  another, 
under  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  upon  due  compensation  be- 
ing made  therefor.*  It  is  an  incident  of  sovereignty  requiring  no 
constitutional  recognition.  Provision  in  the  federal,  and  in  cer- 
tain State,  constitutions,  for  just  compensation  to  be  made  for  the 
property  taken,  is  no  part  of  the  power,  but  only  a  limitation  upon 
the  exercise  of  the  power  itself.^ 

§  874.  Distinguished  from  the  power  to  tax. — Private  prop- 
erty may  be  taken  for  public  use,  in  two  ways  :  by  taxation,  and  by 
eminent  domain.  The  right,  in  either  case,  rests  upon  the  people's 
rights  which  they  collectively  retain  over  the  property  of  in- 
dividuals, to  resume  such  portions  of  it,  as  may  be  necessary  for 
public  use.  Taxation  exacts  money  or  services  from  the  individ- 
ual as  his  contributory  share  to  the  public  burdens.  The  right  of 
eminent  domain  exacts,  beyond  his  share,  property  for  which  it 
makes   special   compensation.' 


3  West  River  Bridge  Co.  v.  Dix, 
6  How.  507;  Miller  v.  New  York, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  21  Barb.  513;  Ala- 
bama, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Kenny,  39  Ala. 
307;  State  v.  Noyes  (1859),  47 
Me.  189;  Pierce  v.  Somerswortb 
(1858),  10  N.  H.  369;  Crosley  v. 
Hanover,  36  N.  H.  404;  Red.  River 
Bridge  Co.  v.-  Clarksville,  1  Sneed 
(Tenn.),  176;  Armington  v.  Bar- 
nett,  15  Vt.  745;  White  River 
Turnpike  Co.  v.  Vermont,  etc.  Co., 
21  Vt.  590;  James  River,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Thompson,  3  Gratt.  270; 
Wood's  Railway  Law,  661. 

*  West  River  Bridge  Co.  v.  Dix, 
6  How.  507;  Richmond,  etc.  R.  Co. 
V.  Louisa  R.  Co.,  13  How.  71,  83; 
Greenwood  v.  Freight  Co.  (1881), 
105  IT.  S.  22;  New  Orleans  Gas 
Light  Co.  V.  Louisiana  Light  Co. 
(1885),  115  U.  S.  650,  673,  where 
Harlan,  J.,  said:  "The  rights  and 
franchises  which  have  become 
vested  upon  the  faith  of  such  con- 
tracts, can  be  taken  by  the  pub- 


lic, upon  just  compensation  to  the 
company,  under  the  state's  power 
of  eminent  domain."  Red  River 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Clarksville,  1  Sneed 
(Tenn.),  176;  Central  Bridge  v. 
Lowell,  4  Gray,  474;  Barber  v. 
Andover,  8  N.  H.  398;  Armington 
V.  Barnett,  15  Vt.  745;  James 
River  Co.  v.  Thompson,  8  Gratt. 
170;  Salem  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Lyme, 
18  Conn.  451;  In  re  Providence, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  17  R.  I.  324,  21  Atl. 
965;  Amador,  etc.  Co.  v.  DeWitt, 
73  Cal.  483;  New  Orleans,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Louisiana,  etc.  Co.,  115  U.  S. 
650;  Eastern  R.  Co.  v.  Boston  & 
Me.  R.,  Ill  Mass.  125,  15  Am.  Rep. 
13;  Backus  v.  Lebanon,  11  N.  H. 
19,  35  Am.  Dec.  466.  See  note  to 
9  Am.  St.  Rep.  137  to  147. 

B  United  States  v.  Jones,  109  U. 
S.  513. 

8  Atchison,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Kansas 
City  Ry.  (1802),  70  Pac.  939;  Mr. 
Justice  Ruggles  in  People  v.  The 
Mayor,  etc.,  4  N.  If.  421.. 
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§  875.  Extent  of  the  power.  Restrictions. — The  power  of 
eminent  domain  is  essential  to  every  sovereign  government,  and 
is  paramount  to  all  private  rights  vested  under  it.  They  are  held 
in  subordination  to  this  power,  and  must  yield  to  its  proper  exer- 
cise. The  constitution  of  the  United  States  can  not  be  brought 
into  conflict  with  this  inherent  power  in  the  State,  of  self-govern- 
ment and  self-preservation.'  The  power  belongs  to  the  federal 
government,  within  its  constitutional  sphere  of  action,  as  well  as 
to  the  several  States.* 

§  876.  Exercise  of  the  power  must  be  for  a  public  use  only. 
The  legislature  cannot  authorize  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  private  use,  even  on  just  compensation.®  Thus,  a  State  can 
not  compel  a  railroad  corporation  to  give  up  a  part  of  its  property 
to  private  persons  for  a  grain-elevator.^"  Whether  the  purpose 
for  which  the  legislature  authorizes  private  property  to  be  taken, 
is  a  public  purpose,  is  a  question  for  the  courts  to  determine,  but 
the  decision  of  the  legislature  is  conclusive  of  the  question 
whether  the  public  exigency  requires  the  taking  of  the  property.^* 
If  the  legislature  has  not  declared,  as  necessary  for  the  corpora- 
tion, the  property  it  seeks  to  take,  the  courts  must  determine -the 
question  of  necessity.^^  The  right  extends  only  to  property, 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  corporation.^^  The 
corporation  may  take  the  fee,  or  whatever  interest  in  the  land  is 
necessary  for  the  corporate  purposes.'^*  Property  already  devoted 
to  a  public  use  may,  when  necessary,  be  taken  for  another  public 
use,^"  as,  the  taking  by  one  railroad  of  the  property  of  another 
company,  already  in  its  use  for  railroad  purposes.^*  Corporations, 
may  take  private  property  under  the  power  of  eminent  domain 
only  when  the  use  they  wish  to  make  of  it  is  a  public  use.  The 
fact  that  the  property  taken  is  bestowed  on  a  private  person  or 
corporation,  and  that  private  emolument  results  from  the  use, 
■  does  not  prevent  the  exercise  of  the  power,  if  the  use  is  public, 
and  if  the  public  benefit  is  the  object  had  in  view  in  authorizing 

'  West  River  Bridge  Co.  v.  Dix,  12  St.   Mary's    Gas   Co.   v.   Elk, 

6  How.  531.  191  Pa.  St.  458. 

8  Kohl  V.  United   States,   91  U.  is  Chicago,   etc.   Co.  v.   Dunbar, 

S.  367.  100  111.  110. 

■  9  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.   Co.  v.   Ne-  "  Long  Island  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Gar- 

braska,  164  U.  S.  403.  vey,  159  N.  Y..334. 

10  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ne-  is  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Bos- 
braska,  164  U.  S.  403.  ton,  etc.  R.  Co.,  36  Conn.  196. 

11  Cblcago,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Lake,  is  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
71  111.  333.  cago,  etc.  Co.,  97  111.  506. 


§  876.]  EMINENT   DOMAIN.  1303 

the  taking.^^  A  grant  of  the  power  for  any  other  than  a  public 
use,  is  void.^°  A  railroad  built  for  private  business  only,  can  not 
exercise  the  power.^°  A  railroad  to  carry  limestone,  may  con- 
demn a  right-of-way.^"  The  use,  to  be  a  public  one,  need  ben- 
efit only  a  particular  community.  It  is  not  necessary  that  it 
shall  affect  the  whole  State.^^  A  corporation,  condemning  land 
for  a  special  purpose,  set  out  in  its  charter,  is  limited  to  that  use 
of  the  land.^^  The  corporation  can  not  take  lands  before  institut- 
ing proceedings  for  their  condemnation,  without  committing  tres- 
pass.^' The  legislature  is  the  sole  judge  as  to  the  expediency  of 
allowing  corporations  to  take  land  and  property  for  a  public  use, 
and  may  fix  the  location.''*  Courts  decide  whether  the  use  is  a 
public  one.^°  So  far  as  the  State  is  concerned,  the  private  emolu- 
ment of  the  person  or  corporation  conducting  the  enterprise,  is 
to  be  regarded  merely  as  compensation  for  the  benefit  conferred 
otl  the  public.^'  Although  a  railway  company  is,  in  a  certain 
sense,  a  private  corporation,  yet  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  created 
is  a  public  one,  as  much  so  as  if  the  road  were  constructed  by 
the  State.  Upon  this  ground,  and  upon  this  alone,  can  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  in  favor  of  such  corpora- 
tions, be  supported.^^  The  true  criterion  by  which  to  judge  of  the 
character  of  the  use,  is  whether  the  public  may  enjoy  it  by  right, 
or  'Only  by  permission,  and  not  to  whom  the  tax  or  toll  for  sup- 
porting it,  is  paid.^*  In  determining  whether  a  particular  use 
is  public  or  not,  it  is  an  immaterial  consideration  that  the  control 
of  the  property  is  vested  in  private  persons,  who  are  actuated 

"Mills  on  Em.  Dom.,  §  13;  An-  22  Binney's  Case  (1829),  2  Bland 

derson  v.  Turbeville,  6  Cold.  150;  (Md.),  99. 

Swan  V.  V.  ■Williams,  2  Mich.  427;  23  people   v.    Smith    (1860),    21 

Harris  v.  Thompson,  9  Barb.  350;  N.  Y.  595. 

Matter  of  Townsend,  39  N.  Y.  171;  24/51  re  New  York,  etc.  R.  R., 

Concord  R.  Co.  v.  Greely,  17  N.H.  63  N.  Y.  326. 

47;  Whiteman  v.  Wilmington,  etc.  25  Talbott  v.  Hudson   (1860),  82 

R.  Co.,  2  Harr.  514;  Stockton,  etc.  Mass.  417;   Oregon  Cascade  R.  R. 

R.  Co.  r.  City  of  Stockton,  41  Cal.  v.  Bailey  (1869),  3  Oreg.  164. 

147;  Bonaparte  v.  Camden,  etc.  R.  26  Concord,  etc.  R.  Co.  t.  Greely, 

Co.,  Bald.  223;   Willson  v.  Black-  17  N.  H.  47. 

bird,  etc.  Co.,  2  Pet.  245.  27  Of.  Mills  on  Eminent  Domain, 

18  Oregon     Cascade     R.     R.     v.  §   14 ;    Pine   Grove   v.   Talcott,   19 

Bailey   (1869),  3  Oregon,  164.  Wall.  666;   Secombe  v.  Milwaukee 

loWeidenfeld  v.  Sugar,  etc.  Co.  R.,  23  Wall.  108;  Weir  v.  St.  Paul 

R.  R.   (1892),  48  Fed.  Rep.  615.  R.   Co.,   18   Minn.   155;    Brown  v. 

20  Farns worth  V.  Lime  Rock,  etc.  Beatty,    34    Miss.    227;    Swain    v. 
R.  (1891),  83  Me.  440.  Williams,  2  Mich.  427;   Stewart  v. 

21  Bloomfield,  etc.   Co.  v.  Rich-  Polk  County,  30  Iowa,  9. 
ardson  (1872),  63  Barb.  437.  28  Mills,  Em.  Dom.,  §  14. 
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solely  by  motives  of  private  gain.  The  inquiry  must  necessarily 
be,  what  are  the  objects  to  be  accomplished,  not  who  are  the  in- 
struments for  attaining  them.  The  public  use'  required,  need  not 
be  the  use  or  benefit  of  the  whok  public,  or  State,  or  any  large 
portion  of  it.  It  may  be  for  the  inhabitants  of  a  small,  or  restricted 
locality,  but  the  use  and  benefit  must  be  in  common,  not  to  par- 
ticular individuals  or  estates.^'  Or,  as  otherwise  expressed,  the 
question  is  whether  it  is  of  so  much  benefit  or  advantage  to  the 
community,  either  directly  or  indirectly',  that  it  can  not  be  said 
to  be  wholly  private  in  its  effect  and  operation.^"  A  railroad 
company,  incorporated  under  a  statute,  making  it  a  common  car- 
rier, is  not  rendered  a  private  enterprise,  so  as  to  deprive  it  of 
the  right  of  eminent  domain, — ^by  the  fact  that  it  is  poorly  con- 
structed, and  terminates  at  a  coal  mine,  belonging  to  the  corpora- 
tion, when  it  appears  that  it  carries  the  mails,  passengers  and 
freight,  runs  regular  trains,  and  has  expended  about  a  quarter 
of  a  million  dollars  in  building  its  road,  and  acquiring  its  right  of 
way.'^     Certainly,  it  is  within  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the 


29  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.„  §§  160,  161. 

30  Wood,  Ry.  Law,  §  226. 

31  Colorado  Eastern  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  (1890),  7  Ry. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  373.  In  this  case  the 
court  says:  "It  does  seem  to  me 
that  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
should  not  necessarily  be  denied 
to  a  railroad  corporation  because 
of  the  fact  that  the  primary  and 
chief  inducement  moving  its  pro- 
moters was  to  develop  private 
coal  mines  and  bring  their  pro- 
ducts to  market."  And  continues: 
In  Railroad  Co.  v.  Moss,  23  Cal. 
324,  the  court  say:  "It  is  urged 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  construct- 
ing a  railroad  from  a  coal  mine 
in  the  mountains,  through  a  deso- 
late region,  to  navigable  waters, 
to  enable  it  to  get  coal  ready  to 
market,  and  that  this  is  a  mere 
private  use,  and  that  therefore 
they  have  no  right  to  appropriate 
the  property  of  others  to  its  pur- 
poses without  their  consent.  .  .  . 
The  plaintiffs,  in  common  with 
other  railroad  companies  organ- 
ized under  this  act,  are  bound  by 
these    provisions    which    make    it 


obligatory  upon  them  to  act  as 
common  carriers.  .  .  .  The 
fact  that  their  road  does  not  con- 
nect points  of  present  commercial 
importance  can  not  affect  the 
righs  of  the  plaintiffs.  Railroads 
often  make  commercial  points  by 
their  construction,  and  a  large 
and  cheap  .supply  of  coal  .  .  . 
is  one  of  the  great  necessities  of 
the  state,  and  a  matter  in  which 
the  whole  state  is  interested."  In 
the  progress  of  civilization,  mu- 
nicipal existence,  as  well  as  the 
maintenance  of  rural  populations 
without  timber  supply,, may  be  so 
dependent  upon  a  large  supply  of 
coal  for  fuel  ^  to  render  railroads 
for  its  transportation  alone  of  im- 
perative public  necessity.  It 
would  in  fact  be  difficult  to  con- 
ceive of  an  object  of  greater  pub- 
lic use.  It  is  as  much'  so  as  the 
freightage  of  breadstuffs,  meats, 
and  other  necessary  supplies  for 
human  sustenance  in  our  large 
cities,  or  compact  communities, 
dependent  upon  exterior  sources 
for  their  production.  It  would  be 
no   answer  to   their   claim   to   be 
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law  applicable  to  public  railroad  corporations,  where  such  an  ob- 
ject, as  above  indicated,  is  coupled  with  the  obligation,  inseparably 
affixed  by  the  statute  to  the  franchise  itself,  to  become  also  a 
common  carrier  of  passengers  and  freight,  and  the  corporation 
actually  performs  such  duty  to  the  public,  especially  where  the 
evidence  shows  that  for  the  greater  period,  and  in  the  latter  years, 
of  the  existence  and  operation  of  the  road,  its  business  has  been 
confined  principally  to  the  carrying  of  passengers  and  general 
freight,  however  small  it  may  have  been.^^  It  has  been  aptly  said, 
that  if  the  right  to  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain  should 
have  been  denied  in  the  early  history  of  railroads  in  this  country. 


public  corporations  to  say,  for  in- 
stance, that  a  community  like 
Denver  was  not  wholly  dependent 
upon  this  road  for  its  supply  of 
fuel,  as  there  are  other  railroads 
which  may  bring  such  supply. 
Competition  is  not  only  the  life  of 
trade  (or  at  least  is  yet  supposed 
to  be  by  the  common  people),  but 
the  multiplication  of  products, 
and  the  facilitjes  for  getting  them 
to  market,  tend  to  cheapen  the 
necessaries  of  life  to  the  masses; 
and  in  the  most  beneficent  and 
legitimate  sense  they  should  re- 
tain their  character  as  public  ne- 
cessities. Government  itself  is 
maintained  to  promote  the  general 
welfare,  and  the  right  of  eminent 
domain  has  its  root  in  this  soil. 
"What  is  said  by  Depue,  J.,  in  De 
Camp  v.  Railroad  Co.,  47  N.  J. 
Law,  44,  respecting  a  like  proceed- 
ing where  a  railroad  began  in  a 
mine,  is  quite  pertinent:  "This 
enterprise  does  not  lose  the  char- 
acter of  a  public  use  because  of 
the  fact  that  the  projected  rail- 
road is  not  a  thoroughfare,  and 
that  its  use  may  be  limited  by  cir- 
cumstances to  a  comparatively 
small  part  of  the  public.  Every 
one  of  the  public  having  occasion 
to  send  materials,  impliments,  or 
machinery  for  mining  purposes 
into,  or  to  obtain  ores  from,  the 
several  mining  tracts  adjacent  to 
the  location  of  this  road,  may  use 
this  railroad  for  that  purpose,  and 
of  right  may  require  the  company 


to  serve  him  in  that  respect;  and 
that  is  the  test  which  determines 
whether  the  use  is  public.  Nor 
will  any  motive  of  personal  gain 
which  may  have  influenced  the 
projectors  in  undertaking  the 
work  take  from  it  its  public  char- 
acter. ...  A  particular  im- 
provement, palpably  for  private 
advantage  only,  will  not  become 
a  public  use  because  of  the  theo- 
retical right  of  the  public  to  use 
it.  But  where  the  franchise  is  in 
its  nature  a  public  franchise,  as 
the  transportation  of  freight  is, 
and  the  object  promoted  is  one 
that  concerns  the  .public  inter- 
ests, as  the  development  of  the 
mining  resources  of  a  state  does, 
the  improvement  is  essentially  a 
public  benefit  and  advantage;  and 
if  there  be  no  restriction  on  the 
right  of  the  public  to  use  it,  and 
no  inability  to  use  it,  except  such 
as  arises  from  the  circumstances, 
the  court,  in  determining  whether 
the  improvement  is  such  a  public 
use  as  that  the  right  of  condem- 
nation shall  extend  to  it,  will  not 
scan  closely  the  number  of  indi- 
viduals immediately  profited  by  it. 
Indeed,  it  would  not  be  possible 
to  indicate  the  number  of  per- 
sons, or  define  the  area  of  the 
limits,  to  which  the  benefit  of 
such  an  improvement  may  ex- 
tend." 

32  Colorado  Eastern  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  (1890),  7  Ry. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  373. 
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because  of  their  small  beginning,  some  of  the  greatest  railroad 
enterprises,  which  have  developed  and  strengthened  the  commerce 
and  wealth  of  the  country,  would  have  perished  in  their  infancy.^^ 
The  question  of  public  use  is  not  affected  by  the  lease  of  a  road. 
Accordingly,  a  railroad  company  is  not  precluded  from  acquiring 
lands  by  proceedings  in  invitum,  by  the  mere  fact  of  its  having 
leased  its  road  for  the  entire  term  of  its  corporate  existence.^* 
And  the  mere  act  of  leasing  its  tracks,  does  not  forfeit  the  right 
of  a  railway  company  to  condemn  land  under  the  law  of  eminent 
domain.^^  Statutes  authorizing  an  exercise  of  the  right  of  emi- 
nent domain,  are  to  be  strictly  construed.^'  But  where  the  pro- 
visions of  a  statute,  relative  to  several  roads  changing  their  loca- 
tions in  order  to  meet  in  a  union  depot,  can  only  be  effectuated  by 
one  of  the  companies  taking  land,  the  authority  to  do  so  must  be 
regarded  as  conferred  by  the  statute.'^  Although  the  power  of 
eminent  domain  may  not  have  been  expressly  delegated  to  a  cor- 
poration, yet  if  the  enterprise,  which  it  is  organized  to  conduct,, 
appears,  from  its  charter  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  be 
of  a  public  nature,  the  power  is  deemed  to  have  been  granted  by 
implication,  and  quo  warranto  proceedings  will  not  lie  against  it,, 
for  the  exercise  thereof.^'  Thus,  where  a  railway  company  is 
organized  under  a  valid  charter,  and  is  shown  to  have  done  cor- 
porate acts  under  it,  this  is  sufficient  to  establish  a  prima  facie 
right  to  take  property  by  eminent  domain,  and  this  prima  facie 
right  can  not  be  successfully  assailed  in  a  mere  collateral  proceed- 
ing.^'  Proof  that  the  petitioner  is  a  corporation  de  facto,  is  all 
the  law  requires  in  this  class  of  cases.  Evidence,  although  it  may 
be  slight,  of  corporate  acts  done  by  petitioner,  is  accepted  as  suf- 
ficient.    Thus,  where  it  appears  that  an  engineer  has  been  ap- 

33  Colorado  Eastern  Ry.   Co.  v.  Prather  v.   Jeffersonville,    etc.   R. 

Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.   (1890),  7  Ry.  R.,    62    Ind.    37;     Darlington    v. 

&  Corp.  L.  J.  373.  United  States,  82  Pa.  St.  389;  and 

31  In  re  New  York,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  see  Kier  v.  Boyd,  60  Pa.  St.  34. 

35  Hun,  220,  99  N.  Y.  12.  s?  Mass.  St.  1871,  ch.  343;  Provi- 
so Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Illi-  dence  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Norwich  & 

nois  Central  R.  Co.,  113  111.  156.  "W.  R.  Co.,  138  Mass.  277. 

36  Nichols  V.  City  of  Bridgeport,  ss  Colorado  Eastern  Ry.   Co.   v. 

23   Conn.   189,   60  Am.   Dec.   636;  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.    (1890),  7  Ry> 

Bird  V.  Wilmington,   etc.  R.   Co.,  &  Corp.  L.   J.   373;    Chicago,   etc. 

8  Rich.  Eq.  46,  64  Am.  Dec.  739;  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co.,  lia 

Bensley  v.  Mountain  Lake  Water  111.  601. 

Co.,  13  Colo.  306,  73  Am.  Dec.  575,  s9  Chicago,   etc.   R.   Co.   v.    Chi- 

and  notes;  Lance's  Appeal,  55  Pa.  cago,  etc.  R.  Co.,  112  111.  601. 

St.  16,  93  Am.  Dec.  722,  and  note; 
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pointed,  the  line  of  the  proposed  road  has  been  located,  and  other 
steps  taken  towards  the  building  of  the  road,  these  are  corporate 
acts  sufficient  to  show  that  the  petitioner  is  a  corporation  de 
facto.*"  The  prevailing  opinion  is  that  its  de  facto  existence,  as 
against  any  person  except  the  State,  is  sufficient  to  be  shown  by  a 
corporation  in  proceedings  to  take  land  in  exercise  of  the  right  of 
eminent  domain.*^  But  some  courts,  on  the  contrary,  hold  that 
corporate  existence  de  jure  must  be  shown.*^  The  State  may 
condemn  the  property  and  privileges  of  a  corporation,  although 
grantee  of  exclusive  privilege,  and  exemption  from  taxation  by 
the  State.*'  Property,  not  in  necessary  use  of  one  railroad,  may 
be  condemned  by  another  for  its  own  necessary  uses.**  The  State 
may  condemn  an  irrevocable  franchise.*^  Through  its  legislature 
it  may  delegate  to  private  corporations  its  power  to  exercise  the 
right  of  eminent  domain.*^  A  change  in  the  constitution,  which 
at  the  time  of  creation  of  the  corporation  authorized  property 
to  be  taken,  and  compensation  to  be  made  afterwards,  does  not 
affect  the  right  of  the  corporation  granted  under  the  first  con- 
stitution.*' Statutes  delegating  the  power  to  corporations,  are  in 
derogation  of  the  right  of  the  owners  of  the  private  property 
which  may  be  taken,  and  are  to  be  strictly  construed.*^  Among 
the  uses  which  have  been  held  to  be  for  public  purposes,  and  for 
which  the  legislature  may  delegate  to  a  quasi  private  corporation 
the  power  to  take  private  property,  are,  to  construct  gas-works,, 
water-works,  telegraph  and  telephone  lines  and  bridges,  when 

toward  v.  Railroad  Co.,  119  111.  Denver,    etc.    R.    R.    Co.     (Colo. 

287.  1902),  69  Pac.  Rep.  568. 

*i  Thomas  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Ry.  *5  Lockjiaven  Bridge  v.  Clinton 

Co.,  164  111.  634;  Morrison  v.  For-  County,  157  Pa.  St.  379. 

man,  177  111.  427.  *»  Beckman  v.  Saratoga,  etc.  R. 

*2  Powers  V.  Hazleton,  etc.  Co.,  R.  Co.    (1831),   3  Paige,  45;    New 

33  Ohio  St.  429;  In  re  Brooklyn,  York,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Kip  (1871), 

etc.  Co.,  72  N.  Y.  245.  46   N.   Y.    546;    Kramer  v.   eleve- 
ns Lock    Haven    Bridge    Co.    v.  land,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  (1855),  5  Ohio 

Clinton    County    (1893),    157    Pa.  St.  146. 

St.  379.  *^  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 

44  Chicago,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Met-  Farlin  (1879),  31  N.  J.  Eq.  706. 

ropolitan,   etc.   R.  R.   Co.    (1894),  48  New  York,   etc.  R.  R.   Co.  v. 

152  111.  519;  St.  Louis  v.  Bellville,  Kip    (1871),  46  N.  Y.  546;   Cleve- 

etc.   (1895),  158  111.  390;   Orleans,  land,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Speer,  56  Pa. 

etc.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Jefferson,  etc.  R.  R.  St.    325    (1867);    State   v.    Jersey 

Co.     (1899),    51    La.    Ann.    1605;  City  (1855),  25  N.  J.  L.  309;  Com- 

Youghhiogheny     Bridge     Co.     v.  monwealth  v.  Erie,  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 

Pittsburgh,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.    (1902),  (1856),  27  Pa.  St.  339. 

201  Pa.  St.  457;  Denver,  etc.  Co.  v. 
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severally  constructed  for  use  of  the  general  public.*'  Also,  to  con- 
struct and  operate  a  railroad,  or  street  railway,  as  a  common 
carrier.^"  And  under  such  legislative  authority,  property,  already 
in  public  use,  may  be  condemned  for  another  public  use.°^  For 
example,  a  telegraph  company,  for  its  use  may  condemn  that 
part  of  the  right-of-way  of  a  railroad,  not  in  its  actual  use."" 

§  877.  What  are  held  to  be  public  uses. — Only  those  cor- 
porations intending  to  devote  their  works  to  public^  use,  can 
obtain  or  exercise  this  power.°'    The  principles  involved  in 


49  Riche  V.  Bar  Harbor,  etc.  Co., 
75  Me.  91;  Arnold  v.  Covington 
Bridge  Co.,  1  Duv.  (Ky.)  372; 
Hand  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Parker,  59 
Ga.  419 ;  Irigation  District  v.  Brad- 
ley, 164  U.  S.  112. 

50  New  Orleans,  etc.  Co.  v.  South- 
ern T.  Co.,  53  Ala.  211. 

Bi  Boston,  etc.  Co.  v.  Boston,  etc. 
Co.,  23  Pick.  (Mass.)  3^60;  Chi- 
cago, etc.  Co.  V.  Lake,  71  111.  333; 
N.  Y.,  etc.  Co.  V.  Boston,  etc.  Co., 
36  Conn.  196;  In  re  Prospect,  etc. 
R.  R.  Co.,  67  N.  Y.  371. 

52  Mobile  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Postal 
T.  Co.,  120  Ala.  21. 

53  Beekman  v.  Saratoga,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1831),  3  Paige  Cb.  72.  Wal- 
wortb.  Chancellor,  summed  up 
the  matter  clearly  and  fully:  "The 
constitution  of  the  United  States 
does  not  come  in  question  in  such 
cases.  It  is  admitted  that  the  com- 
plainant held  the  land  in  fee;  and 
probably  under  a  title  derived 
from  the  crown,  to  the  rights  of 
which  the  people  have  now  suc= 
ceedeiJ.  A  law  declaring  the  grant 
from  the  crown  void^  and  divest- 
ing his  title  on  that  ground,  would 
impair  the  obligation  of  the  con- 
tract. But  it  was  no  part  of  the 
contract  between  the  crown  and 
its  grantees  or  their  assigns,  that 
the  property  should  not  be  taken 
for  public  use,  upon  paying  a  fair 
compensation  therefor,  whenever 
the  public  interests  or  necessities 
required  that  it  should  be  so 
taken.  All  separate  interests  of 
individuals  in  property  are  held 
of  the  government  under  this  tacit 


agreement  or  Implied  reservation. 
Notwithstanding  the  grant  to  in- 
dividuals, the  eminent  domain, 
the  highest  and  most  exact  Idea 
of  property,  remains  in  the  gov- 
ernment, or  in  the  aggregate  body 
of  the  people  in  their  sovereign 
capacity;  and  they  have  a  right  to 
resume  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, in  the  manner  directed  by 
the  constitution  and  laws  of  the 
state,  whenever  the  public  interest 
requires  it.  This  right  of  resump- 
tion may  be  exercised  not  only 
when  the  safety,  but  also  where 
the  interest  or  even  the  expediency 
of  the  state  is  concerned;  as  where 
the  land  of  the  individual  is 
wanted  for  a  road,  canal  or'  other 
public  improvement.  The  only  re- 
striction upon  this  power,  in  cases 
where  the  public  or  the  inhabit- 
ants of  any  particular  section  of 
the  state  have  an  interest  in  the 
contemplated  Improvement  as  citi- 
zens merely,  is  that  the  property 
shall  not  be  taken  for  the  public 
use  without  just  compensation  to 
the  owner,  and  in  the  mode  pre- 
scribed by  law.  The  right  of  em- 
inent domain  does  not,  however, 
imply  a  right  in  the  sovereign 
power  to  take  the  property  of  one 
citizen  and  transfer  it  to  another, 
ev6n  for  a  full  compensation, 
where  the  public  interest  will  be 
in  no  way  promoted  by  such  trans- 
fer. And  if  the  legislature  should 
attempt  thus  to  transfer  the  prop- 
erty of  one  individual  to  another, 
where  there  would  be  no  pretence 
of  benefit  to  the  public  by  such 
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determining  what  companies  are  entitled  to  exercise  the  power, 
are  ably  expounded  in  the  case  cited  in  the  foregoing  note.  The 
following  are  among  uses  which  have  been  held  to  be  public  pur- 


exchange,  it  would  probably  be  a 
violation  of  the  contract  by  which 
•  the  land  was  granted  by  the  gov- 
ernment to  the  individual  or  those 
under  whom  he  claims  title,  and 
repugnant  to  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States.  But  if  the  pub 
lie  interest  can  be  in  any  way  pro- 
moted by  the  taking  of  private 
property,  it  must  rest  in  the  wis- 
dom of  the,  legislature  to  deter 
mine  whether  the  benefit  to  the 
public  will  be  of  sufEcient  impor- 
tance to  render  it  expedient  for 
them  to  exercise  the  right  of  em- 
inent domain  and  to  authorize  an 
interference  with  the  private 
rights  of  individuals  for  that  pur- 
pose (2  Kent's  Com.  340).  It  is 
upon  this  principle  that  the  leg- 
islatures of  several  of  the  states 
have  authorized  the  condemnation 
of  the  lands  of  individuals  for  mill 
sites,  where,  from  the  nature  *of 
the  country,  such  mill  sites  could 
not  be  obtained  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  the  inhabitants  without 
overflowing  the  lands  thus  con- 
demned. Upon  the  same  princi- 
ple of  public  benefit,  not  only  the 
agents  of  the  government,  but  also 
individuals  and  corporate  bodies, 
have  been  authorized  to  take  priv- 
ate property  for  the  purpose  of 
making  public  highways,  turnpilce 
roads  and  canals;  of  erecting  and 
constructing  wharves  and  basins; 
of  establishing  ferries;  of  drain- 
ing swamps  and  marshes;  and  of 
bringing  water  to  cities  and  vil- 
lages. In  all  such  cases  the  ob- 
ject of  the  legislative  grant  of 
power,  is  the  public  benefit  derived 
from  the  contemplated  improve- 
jnent,  whether  such  improvement 
is  to  be  effected  directly  by  the 
agents  of  the  government,  or 
through  the  medium  of  corporate 
bodies,  or  of  individual  enterprise. 
And  according  to  the  opinion  of 


Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  the  case 
of  Wilson  V.  The  Blackbird  Creek 
Marsh  Company,  2  Pet.  251,  meas- 
ures calculated  to  produce  such 
benefits  to  the  public,  though  ef- 
fected through  the  medium  of  a 
private  incorporation,  are  undoubt- 
edly within  the  powers  reserved  to 
the  states,  provided  they  do  not 
come  in  collision  with  those  of  the 
general  government.  It  is  object- 
ed, however,  that  a  railroad  differs 
from  the  other  public  improve- 
ments, and  particularly  from 
turnpikes  and  canals,  because 
travelers  can  not  use  it  with  their 
oxv^  carriages  and  farmers  can 
not  transport  their  produce  in 
their  own  vehicles;  that  the  com- 
pany, in  this  case,  are  under  no 
obligation  ta  accommodate  the 
public  with  transportation;  and 
that  they  are  unlimited  in  the 
amount  of  tolls  which  they  are 
authorized  to  take.  If  the  making 
of  a  railroad  will  enable  the  trav- 
elet  to  go  from  one  place  to  an- 
other without  the  expense  of  a 
carriage  and  horses,  he  derives  a 
greater  benefit  from  the  improve- 
ment than  if  he  was  compelled  to 
travel  with  his  own  conveyance 
over  a  turnpike  road  at  the  same 
expense.  And  if  a  mode  of  con- 
veyance has  been  discovered  by 
which  the  farmer  can  procure  his 
produce  to  be  transported  to 
market  at  half  the  expense  which 
it  would  cost  him  to  carry  it 
there  in  his  own  wagon  and 
horses,  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
public  should  not  "enjoy  the  bene- 
fit of  the  discovery.  And  if  any 
individual  is  so  unreasonable  as 
to  refuse  to  have  a  railroad  made 
through  his  land,  for  a  fair  com- 
pensation, the  legislature  may  law- 
fully appropriate  a  portion  of  his 
property  for  the  public  benefit,  or 
may   authorize   an    individual    or 
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poses,  for  which  property  may  be  taken,  under  power  to  take 
when  delegated  by  the  legislature  to  a  private  corporation : — to 
construct  and  operate  a  railroad,  as  a  common  carrier;"*  to  estab- 
lish a  public  telegraph  line  ■,'^^  for  the  irrigation  of  extensive  areas 
of  arid  lands  ;■*'  for  construction  of  a  bridge  to  be  a  part  of  a 
public  highway  f  to  develop  the  mineral  resources  of  the  State  f'* 
and  to  furnish  water  for  the  uses  of  the  people  of  a  village.""  A 
corporation  organized  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  inhabitants 
of  a  city  with  water,  may  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain, 
for  the  acquisition  of  land  needed  as  a  reservoir.'"  And  a  law 
which  authorizes  the  water  company  therein  named,  to  take,  detain, 
and  use  the  water  of  a  certain  pond,  and  all  streams  tributary 
thereto,  does  not  restrict  the  company  to  such  a  taking  as  will  not 
interfere  with  the  natural  flow  of  the  stream  below  the  pond,  nor 
to  a  detention  of  the  waters  in  reservoirs  outside  of  the  pond,  but 
authorizes  it  to  detain  such  waters  in  the  pond  itself."^  So  again, 
under  a  law  which  gave  to  a  city  the  right  to  take  the  waters  of 
a  certain  pond  (the  waters  flowing  into  it,  and  ponds  and  streams 
within  four  miles,  and  any  water  rights  connected  therewith), — 
it  has  been  held  that  under  a  condemnation  in  terms  as  broad  as 
the  language  of  the  statute,  all  the  waters  of  any  stream  running 

a  corporation  thus  to  appropriate  ner    as    they    may    regulate    the 

it,  upon  paying  a  Just  compensa-  amount  of  tolls  to  he  taken  at  a 

tlon  to  the  owner  of  the  land  for  ferry,   or  for  grinding  at  a  mill, 

the  damage  sustained.    The  ohjec-  unless  they  have  deprived  them- 

tion  that  the  corporation  is  under  selves  of  that  power  by  a  legisla- 

no  legal   obligation   to  transport  tive  contract  with  the  owners  of 

produce  or  passengers  upon  this  the  road." 

road  at  a  reasonable  expense,  is  64  Bloodgood    v.    Mohawk,    etc. 

unfounded  in  fact.    The  privilege  Co.,  18  Wend.   (N.  Y.)   9,  31  Am. 

of  making  a  road  and  taking  tolls  Dec.  313. 

thereon  is   a  franchise,  as  much  bs  New  Orleans,  etc.  R.   Co.   v. 

as  the  establishment  of  a  ferry  or  Southern,  etc.  Co..  53  Ala.  211. 

a  public  wharf  and   taking  tolls  fis  Irrigation    Dist.    v.    Bradley, 

for  the  use  of  the  same.    The  pub-  164  U.  S.  112. 

lie  had  an  interest  in  the  use  of  o?  Arnold    v.    Covington    Bridge 

the  railroad,  and  the  owners  may  Co.,  1  Duv.  (Ky.)  372. 

be  prosecuted  for  the  damages  sus-  os  Hand  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Parker, 

tained,  if  they  refuse  to  transport  59  Ga.  419. 

an    individual,    or    his    property,  oo  Riche  v.  Bar  Harbor,  etc.  Co., 

without    any    reasonable    excuse,  75  Me.  91. 

upon  being  paid  the  usual  rate  of  so  Lake  Pleasanton  Water  Co.  v. 

fare.      The  legislature  may  also.  Contra  Costa  Water  Co.,   67  Cal. 

from  time  to   time,   regulate  the  659. 

use  of  the  franchise  and  limit  the  si  Ingraham  v.  Camden,  etc.  Wa- 

amount  of  toll  which  it  shall  be  ter  Co.  (1890),  19  Atl.  Rep.  861. 

lawful  to  take,  in  the  same  man- 
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into  it  could  be  taken,  and  an  existing  right  to  pollute  the 
waters  of  such  a  stream. ^^  In  California  it  has  been  held  that 
the  right  of  eminent  domain  can  not  be  exercised  in  favor  of  the 
owners  of  mining  claims,  to  enable  them  to  obtain  water  for 
their  own  use  in  working  such  claims,  though  the  intention  may 
also  be  to  supply  water  to  others  for  mining  and  irrigating  pur- 
poses."^ The  best  examples  of  public  use,  and  the  most  frequent 
exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  occur  in  securing  means 
of  transportation  and  intercommunication  between  different  por- 
tions of  the  State."*  Thus  railroad  companies,  being  common 
carriers,  their  use  of  property  is  a  public  one."°  For  mining  and 
manufacturing,  the  right  of  eminent  domain  may  be  exercised  in 
overflowing  lands  with  water.""  The  power  can  not  be  exercised 
by  a  railroad  corporation,  after  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for 
completion  of  its  road."^  A  railroad  can  not  take  more  land  than 
is  necessary  for  its  own  particular  authorized  purpose,  and  neces- 
sary at  the  time,  or  in  the  immediate  future."^  A  railroad  may 
condemn  land  for  its  shops,"'  and  for  its  terminal  facilities,'"'  and 
for  its  stations.'^  It  may  be  authorized  to  take  possession  of  land, 
pending  condemnation  proceedings.^^  One  railroad  may  condemn 
right-of-way  through  a  narrow  pass  occupied  by  another  rail- 
road's right-of-way,  broad  enough  for  two  tracks,  and  use  it  when 
the  other  railroad  is  not  using  it.'^  One  railroad  may  condemn 
the  right-of-way  to  cross  another.'^*    The  measure  of  damages,  in 

62  Martin  v.  Gleason,  139  Mass.  1903),  43  S.  E.  Rep.  913;  Bradley 

183.  V.  Northern  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.  (1888), 

es  Lorenz  v.  Jacob,  63  Cal.  73.  38  Minn.  234. 

64  Mills  on  Em.  Dom.,  §  14;  Buf-  68  Hill  V.  Western  Vt.,  etc.  R.  R. 

lalo,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferris,  26  Tex.  Co.  (1859),  32  Vt.  68;  Oregon  Cas- 

588;  O'Hara  v.  Lexington,  etc.  R.  cade  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Bailey  (1869),  3 

Co.,  1  Dana,  232.  Oreg.  164. 

85  Buffalo,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Brain-  69  Chicago,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 

erd,  9  N.  Y.  100;  Beekman  v.  Sar-  son   (1855),  17  111.  123. 

atoga,   etc.  R.   Co.,   3   Paige,   45;  '">In  re  New  York.  etc.  R.  R. 

Raleigh,   etc.  R.   Co.   v.    Davis,   2  Co.    (1871),  46  N.   Y.  546;   In  re 

Dev.  &  B.  451;   Swan  v.  Williams,  New  York,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.   (1891), 

2  Mich.  427;    Tracy  v.  Elizabeth-  59  Hun,  7. 

town,  etc.  R.  Co.,  80  Ky.  259;  01-  "Cherokee    Nation    v.    Kansas 

cott     V.     Supervisors,     16     Wall.  Ry.  Co.  (1890),  135  U.  S.  641. 

678   (1872);   Concord  R.  R.  Co.  v.  72 /^  re  Lawrence,  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 

Greeley  (1845),  17  N.  H.  47.  (1892),  133  N.  Y.  270. 

66  Great  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Far-  73  Anniston,    etc.    R.    R.    Co.    v. 
nald  (1867),  47  N.  H.  444.  Jacksonville,    etc.    R.    R.    Co.,    82 

67  Atlantic,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  Ala.  297  (1887),  2  So.  710. 

Louis  (1877),  66  Mo.  228;  Kins-  74 National  Docks,  etc.  Ry.  Co. 
ton,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Stroud  (N.  C.      v.  State  (1891),  53  N.  J.  L.  217. 
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case  of  a  condemnation  of  right-of-way  for  a  street,  across  a 
railroad  right-of-way,  is  the  expense  occasioned  to  the  railroad, 
and  not  the  value  of  the  land."  Where  two  street  railroads  cross 
each  other's  tracks,  neither  has  right  of  priority  of  passage.'* 
While  its  right-of-way  exists,  a  railroad  is  entitled  to  use  of  the 
land,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  owner  of  the  fee.'"  A  street  railroad 
can  not  condemn  land,  under  the  general  law,  for  condemnation  of 
property  for  use  of  railroads.'^  One  street  railroad  has  no  right 
to  run  its  cars  over  another  street  railway,  without  its  consent,  or 
authority  of  statute  to  condemn  right-of-waj?  upon  payment  of 
adequate  compensation.'"  Pipe-lines  also  have  been  given  the 
same  rights,  as  railroads.^"  The  power  of  the  State  to  condemn 
land  for  the  use  of  canal,  ferry,  turnpike  and  bridge  companies, 
has  never  been^  denied.*^  An  act,  in  relation  to  telegraph  com- 
panies, authorizing  the  condemnation  of  the  right-of-way,  is  con- 
stitutional. The  use  contemplated  is  a  public,  not  a  private  one.*^ 
Companies,  in  accepting  the  benefits  of  this  law,  lay  themselves 
under,  obligation  to  the  public  to  permit  the  use  of  their  lines  to 
all  persons,  under  reasonable  regulations,  and  this  obligation  may 
rest  upon  implication.^^  The  right  of  telegraph  companies  to  lay 
lines,  etc.,  is  the  same  in  streets  of  the  District  of  Columbia  as 
over  post-roads  generally,  under  the  law.  And  when  the  district 
commissioners  have  authorized  the  construction  of  an  overhead 
line  along  a  business  street,  with  poles  at  certain  intervals,  the 
construction  will  not  be  enjoined  at  the  instance  of  a  few  store- 
keepers who  consider  it  a  nuisance.**  Where  a  telegraph  company 
condemns  a  strip  of  land  on  which  to  place  its  line,  it  acquires  no" 
fee  in  the  soil;  there  is  no  obligation  to  maintain  a  fence;  the 
owner  of  the  fee  can  not  be  excluded  from  the  strip ;  and  a  strip 

75  Chicago,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Chi-  si  Mills  on  Em.  Dom.,  §  14,  and 
cago  (1897),  166  V.  S.  226.  authorities  there  cited. 

76  Metropolitan  St.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  82  state  v.  American  &  European 
Kennedy  (1897),  82  Fed.  Rep.  158.  Commercial  News  Co.,  43  N.  J.  L. 

77Roby  V.  New  York,  etc.  R.  R.      381;    Pierce   v.    Drew,    136    Mass. 
Co.  (1894),  142  N.  Y.  176.  75;  New  Orleans  Tel.  Co.  v.  South- 

78  Thomson-Houston  Elec.  Co.  v.      ern  Tel.  Co.,  53  Ala.  211. 

Simon  (1890),  20  Oreg.  60.  ss  State  v.  American  &  European 

79  Fidelity,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mobile  St.      Commercial  News  Co.,  43  N.  J.  L. 
Ry.  Co.   (1892),  53  Fed.  Rep.  687;       381. 

Crescent  City  R.  R.  Co.  v.  New  Or-  si  Hewett  v.Western  Union  Tel. 

leans,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  48  La.  Ann.  Co.,    4   Mackey    (D.    C),    424,    54 

856  (1896),  19  So.  868.  Am.  Rep.  284;   U.  S.  Act  of  July 

so  West  Virginia,  etc.  Co.  v.  Oil  24,  1886;  U.  S.  Resolution,  March 

Co.,  5  W.  Vt.  382.  3,  1863. 
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half  a  rod  in  width  is  not  an  unreasonable  quantity  of  land  to  con- 
demn for  the  purpose.*^  Telephone  lines  are  entitled  to.  the  same 
•privileges  upon  the  same  principle.*"  In  Virginia,  it  is  held  that 
the  legislature  can  not  delegate  the  power  of  eminent  domain  to 
an  electric  power  company. ^^  The  power  can  not  be  exercised 
for  construction  of  a  railroad,  to  be  operated  only  four  months 
each  year,  for  the  use  of  sight  seers.**  Where  one  quasi-puhlic 
corporation  holds  property  which  it  has  condemned,  and  which  is 
necessary  to  its  uses  for  the  public,  no  other  corporation  can  con- 
demn the  same,  in  the  absence  of  express  authority  therefor.*" 
Formerly  mills,  especially  grist  mills,  were  considered  of  public 
use,  so  as  to  justify  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain 
in  their  behalf.  But  mill  corporations  can  now  expect  such  priv- 
ileges, only  in  jurisdictions  where  precedent  is  too  strong  to  be 
departed  from.  In  most  cases,  they  will  not  be  granted.  The 
reasons  for  encouraging  mills  in  early  times,  when  capital  was 
small,  and  steam,  as  a  motive  power,  had  not  been  discovered, 
have  largely  ceased  to  exist,  and  there  is  now  no  reason  for  in- 
dulging owners  of  mills  over  owners  of  public  groceries,  hotels, 
or  theaters. "o  Public  drainage  companies  may  have  the  right  of 
eminent  domain  ;"'■  more  especially,  as  a  swamp  may  in  itself  be 
a  nuisance,  and  its  reclamation  a  public  benefit."^  But  a  private 
undertaking  will  not  be  favored  with  this  power,  though  the  work 
is  done  by  a  corporation  formed  for  purposes  of  drainage."^  Dam 
and  boom  companies  have  been  accorded  this  privilege."*     Where 

85  Lockie  v.  Mutual  Union  Tel.  19  Barb.  166 ;  Tidewater  Co.  v.  Cos- 
Co.,  113  111.  401.  ter,  18' N.  J.  Bq.  518;   Norfleet  v. 

SQ  Irwin  v.  Telephone  Co.,  37  La.  Cromwell,  70  N.  C.  634;  Anderson 

Ann.    63;    Telephone,    etc.    Co.    v.  v.    Kerns    Draining    Co.,    14    Ind. 

Forke,  2  Tex.  App.  367.  199;    Anderson   v.   Baker,   98   Ind. 

87  Fallsburg,  etc.  Co.  v.  Alex-  587;  McQuillan  v.  Hatton,  42  Ohio 
ander  (Va.  1902),  43  S.  E.  Rep.  St.  202;  Cheesbrough  v.  Commis- 
194.  sioners,  37  Ohio  St.  508. 

88  In  re  Niagara  Falls,  etc.  R.  R.  ^2  Dingley  v.  Boston,  100  Mass. 
Co.    (1888),  108  N.  Y.  375;   In  re  544. 

Providence,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.   (1891),  93  Anderson  v.   Kerns   Draining 

17  R.  I.  324.  Co.,  14  Ind.  199. 

89  Scranton,  etc.  Co.  v.  North-  94  Weaver  v.  Mississippi  Boom 
ern,  etc.  Co.  (1899),  192  Pa.  St.  80.  Co.,    28    Minn.    534;    Patterson   v. 

90  Mills  on  Em.  Dom.,  §  14,  and  Boom  Co.,  3  Dill.  465;  Lancaster 
cases  cited;  Jordan  v.  Woodward,  v.  Kennebeck  Co.,  62  Me.  272;  Law- 
40  Me.  317.  ler   v.    Baring   Boom   Co.,    56   Me. 

91  Wlllson  V.  Blackbird,  etc.  Co.,  443 ;  Cotton  v.  Boom  Co.,  22  Minn. 
2  Pet.  245;  Henry  v.  Thomas,  119  372;  Schoff  v.  Improvement  Co., 
Mass.  583;   Dingley  v.  Boston,  10(T  57  N.  H.  110. 

Mass.  544;  Hartwell  v.  Armstrong, 
Vol.  11  —  83 
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the  federal  government  condemned  a  canal  company's  dam  and 
locks,  it  was  held  to  pay  not  only  their  cost,  bul  also  to  pay  for 
taking  the  company's  franchise  to  demand  tolls.°°  A  gas  com- 
pany ma.y  be  authorized  to  condemn  the  use  of  the  streets  for 
laying  its  pipes  and  mains,""  A  natural-gas  company,  furnishing 
gas  to  the  public,  may  condemn  the  use  of  land  for  laying  of  its 
pipes."''  A  turnpike  company  may  be  authorized  to  take,  and 
use  as  its  turnpike,  a  country  road,  without  payment  of  damages 
to  abutting  property  owners."'  A  waterworks  company  may  be 
authorized  to  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  for  construc- 
tion of  its  waterworks,  for  supplying  the  public  with  water."" 

§  878.  What  property  may  be  taken. — The  State  may  take 
the  property  of  corporations  for  public  purposes,  on  making  due 
compensation,  just  as  the  State  may  take  the  property  and  fran- 
chises of  any  individual.  What  is  a  taking  is  not  narrowly  con- 
strued. It  is  enough  that  some  private  right  is  materially  im- 
paired :  as,  the  backing  of  water,  so  as  to  overflow  the  lands  of  in- 
dividuals, is  such  a  taking.^  The  State  may  delegate  the  right 
to  exercise  the  power  to  a  private  citizen,  or  to  a  corporation.^ 
Land  already  devoted  to  a  public  use,  may  be  condemned,  and 
taken  for  a  more  important  use.  Thus,  a  company,  authorized  to 
construct  a  railroad  between  two  points,  may  occupy  any  lands  of 
the  State  on  the  general  route  laid  down,  and  it -makes  no  differ- 
ejice  that  the  location  crosses  land,  purchased  for  the  use  of  a 
State  institution,  which  will  thereby  be  materially  interfered 
with.'  But  under  other  circumstances,  it  has  been  held,  that  land 
already  devoted  to  the  public  use  for  a  blind  asylum,  could  not 
be  so  taken.*  When  State  land  is  taken,  it  must  be  paid  for, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  individual  proprietor.'    Land  within  a  State, 

95  Monongahela,  etc.  Co.  v.  2  Brayton  v.  Fall  River,  124 
United   States    (1893),   148   U.   S.      Mass.  95. 

312.  3  Indiana     Central     R.     Co.     v. 

96  Bloomfield,   etc.   Co.   v.   Rich-      State  (1852),  3  Ind.  421. 

ardson  (1872),  63  Barb.  437.  *  St.  Louis,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Blind 

9T  Great    Western,    etc.    Co.    v.  Inst.,  43  111.  303. 

Hawkins    (Ind.    1903),    66   N.    E.  b  Commonwealth    v.    Boston    R. 

Rep.  765.  Co.,    3    Cush.    25.      But    in    some 

98  Chagrin     Falls,    etc.    Co.    v.  states  a  gift   of  the  land  by  the 

Cane   (1853),  2  Ohio  St.  419.  state    is   presumed   from    the   au- 

s9  Pocantico,  etc.  Co.  v.  Bird,  130  thority  to   enter   thereon.     Penn- 

N.  Y.  249   (1891).  sylvania  R.  Co.  v.  New  York,  etc. 

iPumpelly  v.  Green  Bay  Co.,  13  R.  Co.,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  157;  Davis  v. 

Wall.  166.  East    Tennessee,    etc.    R.    Co.,    1 

Sneed,  94. 
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and  held  by  the  United  States,  is  liable  to  condemnation,  for 
streets,  roads  and  railroads,  like  the  lands  of  a  private  person." 
But  here  again,  if  the  land  is  already  occupied,  and  used  for  a 
public  use,  as  for  a  fort,  light-house,  or  armory,  it  can  not  be 
taken  for  an  ordinary  local,  though  public,  use.''  A  State  legis- 
lature can  authorize  the  use  of  the  public  streets  of  a  municipality, 
by  a  telephone  company,  as  a  location  for  its  poles.'  So,  a  street 
railway  may  be  given  right  of  way  along  public  streets.  In  sev- 
eral of  the  American  States,  however,  the  constitutions  prohibit 
the  passage  of  any  law,  authorizing  the  construction  of  street 
railways  in  towns  or  cities,  without  the  consent  of  the  local  au- 
thorities." The  property,  franchises  and  contracts  of  corporations, 
equally  with  those  of  individuals,  are  subject  to  be  taken  under 
the  power  of  eminent  domain,  and  even  the  franchise  of  being  a 
corporation,  may  be  taken  for  the  benefit  of  another  corporation, 
when  the  public  use  demands  it.^"  Shares  of  stock  may  be  taken, 
as  well  as  franchises,  for  public  use,  upon  just  compensation. 
The  title  to  shares  of  stock  and  franchises,  is  no  more  sacred  or 
secure  against  invasion,  when  the  public  uses  require  it,  than  is 
the  ownership  of  real  estate.^^  In  case  of  consolidation,  as  of 
railroads,  and  other  quasi  corporations,  the  legislature  may  au- 
thorize the  "taking"  of  the  shares  of  a  dissenting  stockholder, 
upon  just  compensation  to  him.^^  A  bridge  owned  by  a  corpora- 
tion, may  be  condemned,  and  taken  as  part  of  a  public  highway .^^ 
The  United  States,  directly,  or  through  a  railroad  chartered  by 

6  Mills  on  Em.  Dom.,  §  350;  lo  New  Orleans,  etc.  Co.  v. 
United  States  v.  Railroad  Bridge,  Louisiana,  etc.  Co.,  115  IT.  S.  650; 
6  McLean,  517.  West  River  Bridge  Co.  v.  Dix,  6 

7  United    States    v.    Chicago,    7  How.  507. 

How.  ISS;   United  States  v.  Rail-  n  Black  v.  Delaware,  etc.  Canal 

road     Bridge,     6     McLean,     517;  Co.     (1S73).    24    N.    J.    Eq.    468; 

United  States  v.  Ames,  1  Woodb.  Trask    v.    Peekskill,    etc.    Co.,    6 

&  M.  76;  Union  Pac.  K.  Co.  v.  Bur-  Hun,    236     (1875) ;     Philadelphia, 

lington,  etc.  R.   Co.,  3   Fed.  Rep.  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Catawissa  R.  R. 

106;    Grlntner  v.  Kansas,  etc.  R.  Co.,  53  Pa.  St.  20.    See  Lauman  v. 

Co.,  23  Kan.  642.  Lebanon  Valley  R.  R.  Co.,  30  Pa. 

s  Irwin  v.   Great  Southern  Tel.  St.  42,  72  Am.  Dec.  685. 

Co.,  37  La.  Ann.  63,  Manning,  J.,  12  Black   v.   Delaware,   etc.   Co., 

dissenting.  24  N.  J.  455. 

9  Stimson's      Am.      Stat.      Law  13  West  River  Bridge  Co.  v.  Dix, 

(1886),    §    476,   citing  the   consti-  6  How.  (U.  S.)   507;  Metropolitan 

tutions    of    West    Virginia,    Mis-  R,  Co.  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Co.,  87  111. 

souri,    Texas,    Georgia,    Alabama,  317;  Sixth  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  72 

Pennsylvania,    Illinois    and    Colo-  N.    Y.    330;    Pennsylvania .  R.    R. 

rado.     Or   of   the   electors.     Neb.  Co.'s  Appeal,  93  Pa.  St.  150. 
Const.   (1875,  art.  13,  §  2. 
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it,  may  take  lands  by  eminent  domain,  in  the  Territories,  (even 
lands  held  by 'Indians),  or  in  a  State."  The  power  is  inherent 
in  the  State  legislature,  and  its  exercise  is  limited  only  by  con- 
stitutional restrictions,^'  namely,  those  of  federal  and  State  con- 
stitutions ;  first,  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  his  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  second,  that  no  private  property 
shall  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation.^"  The 
power  is  not  granted,  but  is  one  of  the  powers  reserved  to  the 
State.  It  overrides  all  private  rights,  and  the  power  can  not  be 
granted  away,  or  abridged  by  one  legislature,  so  as  to  bind  its 
successor,  or  even  itself  .^^ 

§  879.  Construction  of  the  grant  of  power.— -A  grant  of 
eminent  domain  is  strictly  construed  against  the  grantee,  more 
especially  so  when  it  is  claimed  that  it  interferes  with  the  en- 
joyment of  a  prior  grant  for  like  use.^*  The  record  of  proceed- 
ings, in  condemning  land,  must  show  strict  compliance  with  the 
statute  authorizing  them.^"  The  right  of  eminent  domain  must  be 
exercised  by  a  railroad,  within  the  time  limited  for  completion  of 
its  road.^°  The  State  may  compel  one  railroad  to  allow  con- 
nection with  it  by  another. ^^  Where  the  chartered  line  for  con- 
struction of  a  railway,  is  crossed  by  the  tracks  of  other  railways 
already  constructed,  the  right  to  cross  them  is  granted,  by  neces- 
sary implication.^^  The  property  of  a  corporation  may  be  con- 
demned to  the  use  of  another,  under  the  same  power.^^  The 
taking  of  the  property  of  a  corporation,  is  not  an  alteration,  modifi- 
cation, or  repeal  of  its  charter.     It  is  the  enforced  purchase  of  its 

1*  Cherokee  Nation  v.  Kansas  R.  Elgin,  etc.  Co.,  141   III.  491 ;    San 

Co.,  135  U.  S.  641;  Darlington  v.  Fran.  R.  Co.  v.  Gould,  12Y  Cal.  601. 
United  States,  82  Pa.  St.  282.  20  Peavy  v.  Calais  R.  R.  Co.,  30 

15  Central    Branch,    etc.    Co.    v.  Me.  498;  N.  Y.,  etc.  Co.  v.  Boston, 

Atchison,  etc.  Co.,  28  Kan.  453.  etc.   Co.,    36   Conn.   196;    Atlantic, 

'  16  Chicago,   etc.  Co.   v.   Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  66  Mo.  228. 
166  U.  S.  226;   Matter  of  Tuthill,  21  Louisville,  etc.  Co.  v.  State,  9- 

36   App.   Div.   N.   Y.   492,   affirmed  Baxt.   (Tenn.)   521. 
163  N.  Y.  163.  22  Morris,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Central 

n  In  re  Twenty-Second  St.,  102  R.  Co.,  31  N.  J.  Law.  205;  State  v. 

Pa.    108;    Phila.    Passenger    Co.'s  Eastern,   etc.   Co.,   36   N.   J.   Law, 

Appeal,  102  Pa.  St.  123;   Chicago,  18L 

etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Nebraska,  170  U.  S.  23  Mills    on    Em.    Dom.,    §    41 ; 

57;     Laclede    Gas    Light    Co.    v.  Trustees  v.  Salmond,  11  Me.  109; 

Murphy,  170  U.  S.  78.  Jeffersonville,     etc.     R.     Co.     v. 

18  Pa.  R.  R.  Co.'s  Appeal,  93  Pa.  Dougherty,  40  Ind.  33 ;  Illinois 
St.  150.  Canal  v.  Chicago,  etc.   R.  Co.,  14 

19  Nichols  V.  Bridgeport,  22  111.  314;  East,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  East 
Conn.  189;  Hyslop  v.  Pinch,  99  Tennessee,  etc.  R.  Co.,  75  Ala.  275. 
III.  171;    Hercules  Iron  Works  v. 
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property.^*  And,  of  course,  land  which  is  owned  by  a  railroad 
company,  and  which  it  expects,  at  some  future  time,  to  use  for 
railroad  purposes,  but  which  it  has  held  for  several  years,  without 
using  in  any  way,  is  subject  to  condemnation  for  the  right-of-way 
of  another  company.^^     Mere  priority  of  acquisition,  or  even  of 


24  Mills  on  Em.  Dom.,  §  41; 
Grand  Junction  R.  Co.  v.  Middle- 
sex, 14  Gray,  553;  Boston,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Salem,  etc.  R.  Co.,  2  Gray, 
1;  State  v.  Hudson  Tunnel  Co.,  38 
N.  J.  548. 

25  Colorado  Eastern  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  (1890),  7  Ry. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  373.  The  court  in- 
structively sums  the  matter  up 
thus:  It  is  next  insisted  by  de- 
fendant that  the  land  sought  to 
he  condemned  has  already  heen 
appropriated  by  it  to  its  use  as  a 
public  railroad  corporation  or  at 
least  that  it  acquired  it  by  pur- 
chase, with  a  view  to  such  use, 
and  that  it  is  highly  probable  it 
-will  in  the  near  future  become  a 
necessity  to  its  increasing  busi- 
ness. The  evidence  shows  that 
this  land  is  a  part  of  a  body  of 
twelve  acres  which  was  pur- 
chased by  one  McCullah,  in  1881, 
lor  defendant.  This  witness 
stated  "I  received  my  orders  to 
purchase  it  from  Mr.  Egbert  (rep- 
resentative of  defendant  road).  He 
told  me  to  go  and  buy  it;  buy  it 
quick,-  before  the  Burlington  par- 
ties could  get  it."  The  Burling- 
ton was  the  Burlington  &  Mis- 
souri Valley  Railroad,  about  to 
build  into  Denver,  and  seeking 
terminal  facilities.  Mr.  Choate, 
superintendent  of  defendant  road, 
testified,  substantially,  that  this 
piece  of  land  was  acquired  for  the 
reason  that  the  Burlington  Rail- 
road was  trying  to  get  an  entrance 
into  the  city,  and  to  injure  de- 
fendant's property,  and  it  was 
necessary  to  buy  this  to  keep  that 
road  from  getting  into  their 
yards.  He  further  stated  that  in 
his  opinion  this  land  would  in  the 
near  future  become  necessary  for 


the  use  of  defendant,  for  addi- 
tional turn-outs  and  switch  yards, 
and  that  they  would  have  so  Im- 
proved it  but  for  the  lack  of 
funds,  and  it  was  yet  their  pur- 
pose to  so  use  it.  It  appears, 
however,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  only  work  done  upon  this 
piece  of  land  was  the  construc- 
tion of  some  embankments  along 
or  across  it  prior  to  1885,  and  be- 
fore Mr.  Choate  took  charge  as 
superintendent.  These  embank- 
ments have  washed  away  some- 
what, and  were  on  grades  below 
that  of  defendant's  railroad  track, 
and  not  at  an  elevation  at  all  suit- 
able for  switches  or  turn-outs 
from  the  main  track.  No  build- 
ings of  any  sort  have  ever  been 
constructed  upon  it,  and  no  other 
use  made  of  it.  Without  imput- 
ing to  the  defendant  company  the 
selfish  and  indefensible  motive  of 
being  actuated  in  the  acquisition 
of  this  land  by  a  desire  to  ob- 
struct the  Burlington  road's  access 
to  the  Union  depot,  the  very  ut- 
most that  can  be  conceded  to  the 
defendant  is  that  it  entertained 
the  belief  that  this  piece  of 
ground  might  become  necessary  to 
the  full  accommodation  of  its 
business  in  the  future,  and  that 
it  expects  to  so  apply  it.  This  is 
but  a  prospective  dedication, 
which  may  or  may  not  ever  be 
made.  If  the  defendant  were 
seeking  to  condemn  this  property 
upon  a  prospective  increase  of  its 
business,  "it  should  be  estab- 
lished beyond  reasonable  doubt 
that  such  increase  will  occur." 
(Railroad  Co.  v.  Davis,  43  N.  Y. 
145.)  While  not  holding  defend- 
ant to  the  same  rigorous  rule  as 
if    It    were    seeking    to    condemn 
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occupation,  gives  no  exclusive  right,  except,  in  so  far  as  the  con- 
demnation trenches  upon  the  greater  necessities  of  the  other  fran- 
chise."" One  company  can  not,  however,  condemn  part  of  the 
property  of  another,  for  the  construction  of  its  road,  without  com- 
pensation. The  fact  that  .property  has  been  taken  for  a  particular 
public  use,  does  not  make  it  public  property  for  all  purposes. 
And  the  property  rights  of  a  railroad  company,  in  its  right  of 
way,  are  protected  by  the  same  restrictions  against  appropriation 
by  any  other  company  for  railroad  purposes  or  other  public  use, 
as  if  afforded  by  the  constitution  and  laws  in  the  case  of  the 
private  property  of  an  individual."^  The  corporate  franchise  and 
the  property,  when  inseparable,  can  be  taken  together,  compensa- 
tion being  made  for  both."*  Franchises  are  held  in  subordination 
to  the  exercise  of  eminent  domain,  and  nlust  yield  to  its  proper 
exercise.  The  investiture  of  the  franchise  is  not  absolute.  Con- 
ditions enter  into,  all  contracts,  superinduced  by  the  pre-existing 
and  higher  authority  of  the  laws  of  nature,  of  nations,  or  of  the 
community.  No  distinction  is  made  between  corporeal  and  in- 
corporeal property,  and  a  franchise  is  as  subject  to  the  power  of 
eminent  domain,  as  any  other  property."" 


this  property,  yet  "no  one  can 
blink  so  hard  as  not  to  see,"  from 
the  evidence  as  a  wtole,  thai;  the 
defendant  has  not  for  five  years 
done  any  other  act  looking  to  the 
subjection  of  this  piece  of  ground 
to  its  use;  and  if  it  is  held  ex- 
empt from  the  exercise  of  the 
right  of  eminent  domain,  it  rests 
for  its  foundation  upon  conject- 
ure, or  a  contingency  that  no 
court  can  say  with  assurance  will 
ever  arise.  The  evidence  shows 
that  this  defendant  has  a  large 
amount  of  other  land,  some  two 
hundred  and  seventy-five  acres,  in 
Denver,  appurtenant  to  its  line  of 
railroad,  a  part  of  which,  at  least, 
can  be  made  quite  available  for 
any  use  similar  to  that  for  which 
it  claims  to  hold  this.  In  view  of 
its  greater  necessity  to  the  peti- 
tioner, as  already  demonstrated, 
I  feel  constrained  to  hold,  both  on 
reason  and  authority,  that  this 
mere  prospective  use  by  defend- 
ant should  yield  to  the  more  im- 


mediate necessities  of  the  peti- 
tioner. Springfield  v.  Railroad  Co., 
4  Cush.  63;  Illinois  &  M.  Canal  Co. 
V.  Chicago  &  R.  I.  R.  Co.,  14  111. 
■  314;  Prospect  Park  v.  Williamson, 
91  N.  y.  552;  Eastern  R.  Co.  v. 
Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Ill  Mass.  125; 
Grand  Rapids,  N.  &  L.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.,  35  Mich. 
265,  24  Am.  Rep.  545,  and  note. 

28  East  St.  L.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  East 
St.  L.  U.  Ry.  Co.,  108  111.  265; 
Lake  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago &  W.  I.  R.  Co.,  97  111.  506. 

27  Grand  Rapids,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Grand  Rapids,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1877), 
35  Mich.  265. 

28  West  River,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dix,  6 
How.  507;  Crosby  v.  Hanover,  36 
N.  H.  404. 

28  Mills  on  Em.  Dom.,  §  42 ; 
West  River  Bridge  v.  Dix,  6  How. 
507;  Enfield  Toll  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.,  17  Conn.  40; 
Backus  V.  Lebanon,  11  N.  H.  19; 
Central  Bridge  v.  Lowell,  15  Gray, 
106;  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Bos- 
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§  880.  In  case  of  consolidation. — In  case  of  consolidation  of 
corporations,  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  of  the  constituent 
companies,  passes  to  the  consolidated  company.'"  The  consoli- 
dated corporation  acquires  the  other's  right  enjoyed,  to  exercise 
the  power  of  eminent  domain  f^  and  it  may  continue  condemnation 
proceedings  for  acquirement  of  the  right  of  way,  begun  by  the 
original  corporation.'^ 

§  881.  The  power  not  transferable. — The  right  of  eminent 
domain  is  not  transferable,  either  by  sale,  or  mortgage,  or  lease. 
Express  legislative  authority  to  a  corporation,  to  transfer  its 
franchises,  is,  in  effect,  a  grant  de  novo,  to  the  transferee,  and 
surrender  and  abandonment  of  the  old  charter.  The  statute  au- 
thorizing the  transfer,  is  the  grant  of  such  new  charter  (to  take 
effect  upon  condition  of  such  surrender  or  abandonment),  of  which 
the  deed  of  transfer  is  the  evidence."  The  person  to  whom  the 
State  has  delegated  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  can  not  del- 
egate it ;  thus,  a  lease,  for  a  hundred  years,  of  a  railroad,  does  not 
vest  in  the  lessee  the  lessor's  power  of  eminent  domain,  although 
the  power  was  possessed  by  the  lessor,  and  is  necessary,  in  order 
to  complete  the  railway  line.'* 

The  legislature  can  not  surrender  the  power;  or  bargain  it  away 
to  a  corporation,  beyond  the  legislative  power  of  revocation,  at 
any  time.''* 

§  882.    When  foreign  corporations  may  exercise  the  power. 
A  quasi  corporation,  as,  a  railroad,  or  a, telegraph  company,  etc., 
may  not  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  beyond  the  State 
of  its  incorporation.     Such  power  is  not  accorded  within  the  rules 
of  comity;'^  nor  may  a  domestic  corporation  exercise  the  right, 
in  behalf  of  a  foreign  corporation,  to  whom,  as,  in  case  of  a 
railroad,  it  has  leased  its  road.     Such  foreign  corporation  is  some- 
ton,   etc.   R.    Co.,   36   Conn.   196;  si  South    Carolina    Ry.    Co.    v. 
Salem     Turnpike     v.     Syme,     18      Blake,  9  Rich.  228. 
Conn.    451;    James   River   Co.   v.         82 Kip  v.  NeWiYork,  etc.  Co.,  67 
Thompson,    3    Gratt.    270;    Tucka-      N.  Y.  227;  Toledo,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dun- 
hoe  Canal  Co.  v.  Tuckahoe  R.  Co.,      lap,  47  Mich.  456. 
11  Leigh,  42;  Lafayette  Plank  Rd.          S3  Mahoney  v.  Spring  Valley  Wa- 
V.  New  Albany,  etc.  R.  Co.,  13  Ind.      ter  Co.,  52  Cal.  159;  State  v.  Sher- 
bO;  Newcastle,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Peru,      man,  22  Ohio  St.  411. 
etc.   R.  Co.,  3  Ind.  464;    Pennsyl-          a*  Mayor    v.    Norwich    Ry.    Co., 
vania  R.  Co.'s  Appeal,  93  Pa.  St.      109  Mass.  103. 
150;   Lake  Shore  Ry..  v.  Chicago,         8»7»  re  Twenty-Second   Street, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  97  111.  506;  Dunlap  v.      102  Pa.  St.  108. 
Toledo,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  50  Mich.  470.         se  Abbott  v.  New  York,  etc.  Ry. 
aoTraster  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.      Co.,  145  Mass.  450;  Holbert  v.  St. 
Co.,  23  Neb.  171.                                    Louis,  etc.  Co.,  45  Iowa,  23. 
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times  expressly  given  the  right  to  the  same  extent,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  domestic  corporation.^^  A  foreign  corporation  can  not  ex- 
ercise the  power,  unless  expressly  granted  to  it,  by  the  State  in 
which  it  is  doing  business.^*  The  legislature  may  authorize  a 
foreign  corporation  to  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain.'" 
Unless  expressly  authorized,  a  foreign  telegraph  company  has  no 
power  to  condemn  a  right  of  way  on  a  railroad.*"  Where  a  for- 
eign corporation  is  prohibited,  by  the  constitution,  from  condemn- 
ing land,  it  can  not  be  condemned  by  a  domestic  "dummy  cor- 
poration."*^ Though  a  foreign  corporation  is  prohibited  from 
exercising  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  it  may  purchase  a,  right 
of  way.*^ 

§  883.  The  property  condemned.  Acquirement  and  loss  of 
title.  Reversion  of  condemned  property  to  the  stockholder, 
upon  dissolution. — After  long  delay  it  is  too  late  to  recover  by 
ejectment,  land  occupied  by  a  railroad,  .without  right.  The  own- 
er's remedy  is  an  action  for  damages.*'  A  railroad  may  acquire 
right  of  way  by  adverse  possession.**  The  grantor  of  right-of- 
way  to  a  railroad,  may  retake  possession,  upon  breach  of  condition 
subsequent.*^  Where  right-of-way  of  a  railroad,  when  acquired, 
is  subject  to  mortgage,  the  purchaser,  at  foreclosure  sale,  does  not 
acquire  title  to  the  rails  ,and  ties.*"  Under  its  reserved  right  to 
repeal,  the  State  may  repeal  power  of  a  railroad  to  condemn,  any 
time  before  condemnation.*'  Abandonment  is  not  presumed, 
from  mere  non-user  for  a  long  time,  of  its  right-of-way  by  a 
railroad.     It  continues,   nevertheless,   to  be  its   property.*'     On 

37  New  York,  etc.  Co.  v.  Young,  42  St.   Louis,    etc.   R.   R.    Co.   v. 
33  Pa.  St.  175;    Southwestern  Ry.  Foltz  (1892),  52  Fed.  Rep.  627. 
Co.  V.  Southern,  etc.  Co.,  46  Ga.  43,  ^s  Saunders  v.  Memphis,  etc.  Co. 
12   Am.   Rep.   385;    Dodge  v.  City  (1898),   101   Tenn.   206,   47   S.  W. 
of  Council  Bluffs,  57  Iowa,  560.  3  53. 

38  Holbert  V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  44  Boyoe  v.  Missouri,  etc.  R.  R. 
45  Iowa,  23;  Saunders  v.  Blue-  Co.  (1902),  168  Mo.  583,  58  L.  R. 
field,  etc.  Co.  (1893),  58  Fed.  Rep.  A.  442. 

133.  ^  Schlesinger    v.    Kansas    City, 

33  Columbus,    etc.    Co.    v.    Long  etc.  Ry.  Co.  (1894),  152  U.  S.  444. 

(1899),  121  Ala.  245,  25   So.  702;  «  Skinner  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  etc.  R. 

Gulf,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Southwestern  R.  Co.   (1900),  99  Fed.  Rep.  465. 

T.  Co.   (Tex.  1900),  61  S.  W.  Rep.  "Adirondack   Ry.    Co.    v.    New 

406.  York  State   (1900),  176  U.  S.  335. 

40  Postal,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  ^s  Scarritt  v.  Kansas  City,  etc. 
etc.  Co.   (1899),  94  Fed.  Rep.  234.  Ry.    (1S99),.148   Mo.    676;    Town- 

41  Koenig  v.  Chicago,  etc.  R.  R.  send  v.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 
Co.  (1889),  27  Neb.  699.  Vide  (1900),  101  Fed.  Rep.  757;  Pitts- 
supra,  §  140.  burg  v.  Pittsburgh,  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 

(1893),  159  Pa.  St.  331. 
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termination  of  the  period  of  existence  of  a  railroad  corporation, 
its  right-of-way,  where  it  was  granted  in  fee,  does  not  revert  to 
the  owner  of  the  fee,  but  is  held  to  be  perpetual.**  Upon  dissolu- 
tion of  the  corporation,  its  right-of-way  does  not  revert  to  the 
State,  or  municipality,  which  granted  the  corporate  franchise,  but 
■survives  to  the  stockholders  of  the  corporation,  subject  to  the 
claims  of  creditors,  to  the  payment  of  corporate  debts.'"' 

§  884.  Compensation  for  property  taken. — An  arbitrary 
schedule  of  damages  to  be  paid,  can  not  be  established,  but  there 
must  be  a  fair  appraisement  by  an  independent  tribunal. ^^  Where 
land  is  taken  by  a  water  company,  its  fair  market  value  measures 
the  damage,  not  its  value  for  a  storage  basin. '^  The  difference 
in  value  of  land,  before  taking  any  part  of  it  for  a  public  im- 
provement, and  the  value  of  the  part  left  after  the  completion  of 
the  improvement,  as  effected  by  it,  is  the  fair  measure  of  damage 
to  the  owner  resulting  from  the  appropriation.  And  this  same 
rule  is  applied  in  case  of  buildings,  machinery,  and  other  prop- 
-erty.^'     In  an  action  for  damage,  caused  by  the  construction  of  a 


*9  Miner  v.  New  York,  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.  (1890),  123  N.  T.  242., 

50  In  re  Higginson  and  Dean 
(1899),  181  Q.  B.  325;  People  v. 
O'Brien  (1888),  111  N.  Y.  1;  Peo- 
ple V.  De  Grauw  (1892),  133  N.  Y. 
254;  Union,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, etc.  Ry.  Co.  (1896),  163  U.  S. 
564. 

51  Mills  on  Em.  Dom.,  §  85; 
Cunningham  v.  Campbell,  33  Ga. 
625;  Cox  v.  Cummings,  33  Ga.  549; 
Kramer  v.  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.,  5 
Ohio  St.  140. 

52  Moulton  V.  Newburyport  Wa- 
ter Co.,  137  Mass.  163. 

53  Hot  Springs  R.  Co.  v.  Tyler, 
36  Ark.  205;  Little  Rock,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Allen,  41  Ark.  431;  Texas, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Kirby,  44  Ark.  103; 
San  Francisco,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Cald- 
well, 31  Cal.  367;  Eberhart  v.  Chi- 
cago, etc.  Ry.  Co.,  70  111.  347;  Chi- 
cago, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Stein,  76  111. 
41;  City  of  Bloomington  v.  Miller, 
84  111.  621,  where  a  certain 
amount  was  awarded  for  the 
value  of  the  land  taken  and  half 
as  much  more  for  the  deprecia- 
tion  of  the  part   of  the  lot  that 


was  left;  Dupins  v.  Chicago,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  115  111.  97;  Sidener  v. 
Essex,  22  Ind.  201;  Sater  v.  Bur- 
lington, etc.  Co.,  1  Iowa,  386; 
Henry  v.  Dubuque,  etc.  R.  Co.,  2 
Iowa,  288;  Fleming  v.  Chicago, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  34  Iowa,  353;  Harri- 
son V.  Iowa,  etc.  R.  Co.,  36  Iowa, 
323;  Renwick  v.  Dubuque,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  49  Iowa,  664;  Ham  v.  Wiscon- 
sin, etc.  Ry.  Co.,  61  Iowa,  716: 
Missouri  River,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Owen,  8  Kan.  409,  in  which  case 
the  measure  of  recovery  was  said 
to  be  the  amount  of  damages,  and 
interest  from  the  time  of  the  ap- 
propriation of  the  land,  and  that 
the  damages  were  properly  shown 
by  evidence  of  the  value  of  the 
land  immediately  before  and  after 
the  location  of  the  road;  Atchi- 
son, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Blackshire,  10 
Kan.  477;  Dwight  v.  County 
Comm'rs  of  Hampden,  11  Cush. 
201;  Virginia,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Henry, 
8  Nev.  165;  New  York,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Chrystie,  29  Hun,  646; 
Schuylkill  Nav.  Co.  v.  Thoburn, 
7  Serg.  &  R.  411;  East  Brandy- 
wine,  etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Ranck,  78  Pa. 
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railroad  through  an  eight-acre  tract  of  land,  it  appeared  that, 
separated  from  it  by  a  public  road,  was  another  tract  of  sixteen 
acres,  also  owned  by  plaintififs,  but  which  was  untouched  and  un- 
affected by  the  railroad.  Both  parties  introduced  evidence  as  to 
the  value  of  the  sixteen  acres,  to  which  no  exception  was  taken ; 
and  neither  party  moved  to  strike  out  the  evidence,  or  asked  for 
instructions  thereon;  and  it  was  held  that  a  charge  was  not  er- 
roneous which  allowed  the  jury  to  add  the  sixteen  acres  to  the 
eight  acres,  and,  from  the  value  thus  ascertained,  deduct  the  value 
of  the  tract  taken.^*  In  determining  the  value  of  the  right-of-way 
taken  for  a  railroad,  evidence  of  beds  of  coal  in  the  land  is  ad- 
missible, to  show  the  true  character  of  the  land,  but  is  to  be  con- 
sidered only  so  far  as  it  affects  the  market  value  of  the  land.''  An 
instruction,  that  the  jury  were  not  to  regard  the  injury  caused  by 
frost  and  insects,  after  the  date  of  the  writ,  as  a  distinct  ground 
of  damage  (but  that  the  true  measure  was  the  diminution  in  value 
of  the  land  for  cranberry  culture),  was  proper.^"  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  land-owner  retains  the  fee, 
notwithstanding  the  condemnation  of  a  right-of-way  in  the  land.''' 
No  railway  company  can  be  forced  to  allow  another  railway  to 
use  its  tracks,  or  to  cross,  without  just  compensation.'*  The 
taking  of  private   property,   contrary  to   the   owner's  will,   for 

St.  454;    Shemango,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  and  applied  to  the  same  or  other 

Braham,    79    Pa.    St.    447;    Cum-  use,  is  a  proper  element  of  dam- 

mings  V.  City  of  Williamsport,  84  age  to  be  considered  by  the  jury; 

Pa.  St.  473;  Pittsburg,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  and  also  that  in  ascertaining  the 

V.  Bently,  88  Pa.  St.  178,  where  it  value  of  the  machinery  as  it  stood 

was  said  the  true  rule  for  valuing  after   the   injury,   evidence  as   to 

damages  as  a  whole  is  the  differ-  the  expense  of  removing  it  from 

ence    between    the    value    of    the  the   property   to   a  new   place   of 

property  before  the  making  of  the  business  is   admissible, 

road  and  its  value  after  the  road  si  Baltimore    &    P.    R.    Co.    v. 

is  made,  as  affected  by  it.    Phila-  Sloan  (1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 

delphia,   etc.   R.   Co.   v.   Getz,   113  217. 

Pa.   St.  214.     In  this  last  case  it  55  Doud  v.  Mason  City  &  F.  D. 

was  held  that  if  the  location  of  a  R.  Co.   (1889),  76  Iowa,  438. 

railroad    so    affects    the    property  ss  Howes    v.    Crush,    131    Mass. 

as  to  compel  the  removal  of  the  207. 

business     conducted     by     tenants  57  Clayton   v.   Chicago,   etc.   Ry. 

from    year    to    year    to    another  Co.,    67    Iowa,    238;    Cummins    v. 

place,  and  the  machinery  used  in  Des  Moines,  etc.  S.  L.  Ry.  Co.,  63 

the    business    is    in    consequence  Iowa,  397. 

depreciated  as  it  stands,  the  dif-  58  Penn.    etc.   Co.   v.   Balto,   etc. 

ference   in  the  value   of  the  ma-  Co.,  60  Md.  263;   Southwestern  R. 

chinery    in    connection    with    the  Co.  v.   Southern,  etc.   Co.,  46  Ga. 

business   conducted   on   the   prop-  43,  12  Am.  Rep.  585. 
erty  and  its  value  when  removed 
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private  use,  although  upon  just  compensation,  is  not  that  due 
process  of  law,  provided  by  the  Federal  Constitution,"'  and  such 
taking  is  therefore  beyond  th?  power  of  the  legislature  to  au- 
thorize.^" 

§  885.  Measure  of  compensation. — It  is  not  competent  for 
the  legislature  to  fix  the  compensation.  That  must  be  fixed  as 
provided  in  the  proceedings  for  condemnation.®^  The  inquiry 
should  be,  what  is  the  worth  of  the  land  in  the  market,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  uses  to  which  it  is  adapted?'^  And  the  measure  of 
compensation  should  be  the  difference  between  the  market  value 
of  the  property  injured  or  taken,  before  and  after  the  injury  or 
taking.®^  When  a  part  of  a  tract  of  one  owner  is  taken,  the 
measure  of  compensation  should  equal  the  market  value,  of  that 
taken,  and  the  damage  to  the  rest  of  the  tract,  by  the  operation 
of  the  railroad  or  other  structure, — the  difference  between  the 
market  value  of  this  whole  tract,  before  and  after  the  railroad  is 
built  upon  the  strip  taken."* 

§  886.  Set-off  benefits,  as  part  compensation. — When  one's 
property  is  taken  or  injured,  and  the  question  is  as  to  the  amount 
of  compensation,  certain  benefits  concurring  with  the  injury,  and 
lessening  the  actual  depreciation  of  his  property,  are  considered ; 
as,  when  a  portion  only  of  a  tract  of  land  is  taken,  the  benefits 
accruing  to  the  rest  of  the  tract,  may  be  set  off,  as  against  the 
damage  done  to  it,  but  not  as  against  the  value  of  the  portion 
taken.'^^ 

59  Mo.  Pac.  R.  Co.  V.  Nebraska,  ei  Pittsburgh,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
164  U.  S.  403.  Robinson,  95  Pa.  St.  426. 

60  Penn.  etc.  Co.  v.  Balto,  etc.  64  Tucker  v.  Mass.  Central  Ry. 
Co.,  60  Md.  263.  Co.,    118    Mass.    546;    Taylor    Pr. 

61  Pennsylvania,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Corp.  178. 

Baltimore,    etc.    Ry.    Co.    60    Md.  esTodd   v.    Kankakee,    etc.   Ry. 

263.  Co.,    78    111.    530;    Childs   v.    New 

62  Boom  Company  v.  Patterson,  Haven  &  N.  Co.,  133  Mass.  253. 
98  U.  S.  403. 
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§  887.     Definition.     Different  senses  in  use  of  the  term. — 

An  ultra  vires  act,  or  contract  of  a  corporation,  is  one  unauthorized 
by,  or  violative  of,  its  charter,  or  other  statute,  or  which  is  be- 
yond the  scope  of  the  purposes  for  which  the  corporation  was 
organized.  Such  a  contract  is  void,  for  total  want  of  power  to 
make  it,  and  can  not  be  made  good  by  ratification.^  Ultra  vires 
i.5  a  term  used  to  express  the  action  of  a  corporation '  which  is 
beyond  the  powers  conferred  upon  it,  by  its  charter,  or  the  statutes 
under  which  it  is  instituted ;  and  the  strict  doctrine,  relating  to  it, 
is,  that  all  acts  of  the  corporation,  not  within  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  it,  or  reasonably  implied  from  its  charter,  are  null  and 
void.-  An  ultra  vires  act  is  simply  an  unauthorized  act,  one  in 
excess  of  the  corporate  powers  conferred  by  charter,  as  distin- 
guished from  intra  vires  acts,  or  those  authorized  by  the  charter. 
All  corporate  acts  are  either  intra  vires,  or  ultra  vires.  To  be 
ultra  .vires,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  act  be  one  prohibited. 
However  praiseworthy  the  act  may  be,  it  is  ultra  vires,  if  it  is 
not  expressly  stated,  or  fairly  imphed,  in  the  charter,  as  within 
the  scope  of  the  powers  conferred. ** 

§  888.  Rule  of  the  federal  courts. — In  the  United  States,  two 
propositions,  embracing  the  whole  doctrine  of  ultra  vires,  are 
settled  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court.  First,  that  a  con- 
tract by  a  corporation,  which  prevents  the  performance  of  its. 
functions  and  -duties,  is  ultra  vires.  Second,  that  the  corporate 
powers  are  such  only  as  the  charter  confers.  Any  act  beyond 
those  powers  expressly  stated,  or  fairly  implied,  is  void;  the 
contract  is  ultra  vires.*     This  doctrine  has  been  sustained  by  the 

1  Central   T.  Co.  v.   Pullman  P.  s  Pearce  v.  Madison,  etc.  Co.,  21 
C.  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24.  How.  441;  Central,  etc.  Co.  v.  PuU- 

2  National,  etc.  Co.  v.  Home  Sav.  man,  etc.  Co.,  139  IT.  S.  24. 
Bank,  181  ill.  35,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  *  Cumberland,    etc.    Co.    v.    City 
245;     Davis    v.    Old    Colony,    131  of    Evansville     (1903),    127    Fed. 
Mass.  258,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  258.  187;    Chicago,    etc.    Co.    v.    Unioa 
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argument,  that  corporations,  being  ideal  and  imaginary  beings, 
created  by  the  sovereign  authority,  should  be  subject  to,  and  lim- 
ited by,  the  will  of  the  sovereign,  as  expressed  in  the  charters  or 
acts  creating  them,  or  the  provisions  of  the  general  laws  under 
which  they  are  instituted;  that  every  person,  dealing  with  them, 
is  presumed  to  have  notice  of  the  public  acts  and  general  laws, 
and  hence  of  the  powers  conferred  thereby  upon  them ;  and  that, 
having  such  notice,  no  one  should  be  allowed  to  enforce  the  per- 
formance of  a  contract,  made  with  them  in  relation  to  matters 
not  authorized  by  such  acts  or  general  laws.  It  has  been  further 
maintained  that,  as  by  creating  a  private  corporation,  a  part  of 
the  sovereign  power  of  the  State  has  been  conferred  upon  it,  and 
that,  as  the  contract  thereby  entered  into,  between  the  State  and 
the  corporation,  is  irrevocable,  any  power  exercised  on  the  part 
of  the  corporation,  beyond  what  has  been  conferred,  should  be 
ignored  by  courts,  as  it  would  be  an  infringement  upon  the  re- 
maining or  reserved  rights  of  the  State,  which  might  otherwise 
be  indefinitely  extended,  and  the  recognition  of  such  acts  would, 
therefore,  be  dangerous  to  State  sovereignty,  and  against  public 
policy."  Again,  it  has  been  said  that  a  recognition  of  ultra  vires 
acts,  as  valid,  would  be  against  public  policy,  for  the  reason  that 
the  assets  and  income  of  the  corporation  might  be  expended  in 
unauthorized  undertakings  and  speculations,  and  the  corporation 
thereby  prevented  from  performing  its  part  of  the  contract  with 
the  State;  and  because  the  non-assenting  stockholders  and  credi- 
tors of  the  corporation,  might  thereby  suffer  loss,  against  which 
they  should  be  protected.* 

Pacific  R.  Co.   (1891),  47  Fed.  15;  any  other  case  bearing  upon  this 

Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  Head  v.  doctrine,    that    corporate    powers 

Providence     Ins.     Co.     (1804),     2  are  such  only  as  the  charter  and 

Cranch.  127;   People  v.  TJtica  Ins.  statutes     confer.      Davis    v.    Old 

Co.   (1818),  15  Johns.  357,  8  Am.  Colony  R.  Co.    (1879),   131  Mass. 

Dec.    243;    New    York    Firemen's  258,  41  Am.  Rep.  221.    In  this  case, 

Ins.  Co.  V.  Sturges  (1824),  2  Cow.  opinion    by    Chief    Justice    Gray 

664;   Chief  Justice  Taney  in  Per-  (now    associate   justice    of   U.    S. 

rine  V.  Chesapeake,  etc.  Co.  (1850),  supreme     court),     he     examines 

9   How.   172;    Pearce   v.   Madison,  elaborately  the  doctrine  of  ultra 

etc.  Co.  (1858),  21  How.  441.  This  vires  in  53  cases   on  the  subject, 

is    the   first    case    in    the    United  Central,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pullman  Palace 

States  supreme  court  where  the  Car  Co.  (1890),  139  U.  S.  24,  opin- 
doctrine  of  ultra  vires  was  directly   ,  ion  by  Associate  Justice  Gray, 

considered.     Thomas  v.    Railroad  b  G.  W.  Field  in  13  Am.  L.  Rev. 

Co.   (1879),  101  U.  S.  71.    This  is  632. 

the  next  case  in  that  court  to  con-  e  G.  W.  Field  in  13  Am.  L.  Rev. 

sider   that    subje'ct,    and   the    one  632. 
cited  by  the  courts   oftener  than 
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§  889.  The  early  rigid  doctrine.  Tendency  to  relax.— -The 
old  rule  of  ultra  vires  has  been  changed,  so  that  no  one,  but  the 
State,  or  some  person  specially  interested  in  the  corporation,  will 
be  heard  to  complain  of  the  irregularity,  where  its  purposes  are 
not  illegail.'  Regardless  of  natural  justice,  or  of  the  principles  of 
estoppel,  the  courts  of  fifty  years  ago,  rigidly  withheld  their  aid 
in  the  enforcement  of  an  ultra  vires  contract ;  as,  in  the  collection 
of  a  promissory  note,  for  money  received  from  a  corporation 
which  had  no  banking  powers  f  or,  where  a  corporation  gave  its 
note,  for  money  received  and  expended,  for  a  purpose  not  author- 
ized in  its  charter."  Except  in  the  federal  courts,  many  acts  of 
strictly  private  corporations,  which  formerly  would  have  been 
held  ultra  vires,  are  now  sustained,  as  within  the  implied  powers. 
Acts  and  contracts  of  the  ordinary  private  corporation,  are  now 
sustained,  as  within  its  implied  powers,  so  that,  in  the  absence  of 
any  objection  by  the  State,  or  by  shareholders,  or  by  creditors, 
the  strictly  private  corporation  may  now  do  almost  anything  which 
an  individual  is  permitted  to  do.^"  "We  know  of  no  rule  or 
principle,  by  which  an  act  creating  a  corporation  for  certain  specific 
objects,  or  to  carry  on  a  particular  trade  or  business,  is  to  be 
strictly  construed  as  prohibitory  of  all  other  dealings  or  transac- 
tions, not  coming  within  the  exact  scope  of  those  designated."^^ 
A  bank  has  no  authority  to  subscribe  to  a  benevolent  enterprise, 
but  the  modern  view  of  ultra  vires,  is  that  the  acts  of  a  strictly 
private  corporation,  though  in  excess  of  its  powers,  can  not  be 
enjoined  by  the  State,  if  no  one  is  injured,  its  stockholders  assent, 
and  its  creditors  are  paid.^^  The  English  doctrine  may  be  sum- 
marized thus:  Corporations  are  created  for  fixed  purposes,  with 
certain  specific  powers.  It  is  deemed  to  be  public  policy  to  keep 
them  strictly  within  the  bounds  so  defined.  There  is  an  implied 
prohibition  to  go  beyond  such  limits,  and  all  persons,  dealing 
with  a  corporation,  are  charged  with  notice  of  the  limitations  upon 
its  authority.  Therefore,  every  contract  of  a  corporation,  or  its 
agents,  which  exceeds  the  powers  of  the  corporation,  violates  this 
implied  prohibition,  and  contravenes  such  public  policy,  and  is 

7  Farwell  Co.  V.  Wolf  (1897),  96  10  Farwell   Co.  v   .Wolf    (1897), 
Wis.  10,  37  L.  R.  A.  138.  96  Wis.  10,  37  L.  R.  A.  138. 

8  Fleckner     v.     United     States  n  Brown    v.    Winnlsimmet    Co. 
Bank,  8  Wheat.   (U.  S.)   338.  (1865),  93  Mass.  326. 

9  Pennsylvania,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dan-  12  Kent  v.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co. 
dridge,  8  Gill  &  J.   (Md.)   248,  29  (1879),  78  N.  Y.  186. 

Am.  Dec.  543. 
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illegal  and  void.  Consequently,  as  to  such  contracts  there  can  be 
no  ratification  or  estoppel. ^^  An  ultra  vires  act  is  invalid,  when 
unauthorized;  but  it  is  not  necessarily  illegal,  that  is,  uiilawful, 
unless  it  be  expressly  prohibited,  or  is  contrary  to  settled  public 
policy,  or  is  opposed  to  good  morals,  or  otherwise,  is  in 'violation 
of  law.^*  Ultra  vires  does  not  include  illegal  acts,  they  are  some- 
thing more  than  ultra  vires.  An  act  may  be  illegal,  but  not 
ultra  vires;  as,  a  railroad  corporation  may  give  a  lower  rate  to 
one  customer,  than  to  another.  This  is  illegal,  but  is  not  ultra 
vircsP  Acts  are  ultra  vires  the  corporation,  when  beyond  the 
corporate  powers.  These  are-necessarily  conferred  by  the  legisla- 
ture. But  any  such  act  authorized  to  the  corporation,  is,  never- 
the-less  ultra  vires  the  directors,  when  authgrity  to  do  the  act  is 
withheld  from  them,  by  their  direct  source  of  authority,  the  stock- 
holders. The  stockholders  can  not  ratify  and  validate  an  act 
ultra  vires  the  corporation,  but  may  ratify  any  such  authorized 
act,  which  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  directors.^"  The  term, 
ultra  vires,  is  legitimately  applicable  only  to  the  acts  of  the  cor- 
poration as  such,  which  are  in  excess  of  the  corporate  authority, 
that  is,  to  the  acts  of  the  majority  of  the  stockholders,  rather 
than  to  the  acts  of  directors,  and  other  officers,  in  excess  of  their 
authority,  as  managers  of  the  internal  affairs  of  the  corporation.^'' 
§  8go.  Ultra  vires  contracts  executed. — Executed  ultra 
vires  contracts  come  under  the  same  principle  as  those  of  the 
preceding  sections,  for  the  complete  execution  implies  that  a  con- 
sideration has  been  paid  to,  and  benefits  received  by,  the  corpora- 
tion, and  they  will  be  enforced  against  it,  though  it  has  exceeded 
its  chartered  powers.^*  All  courts  are  in  accord  with  the  prop- 
is  J.  C.  Harper  in  12  Cent.  L.  J.  i'  Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Mays 
386;  Bast  Anglian  R.  Co.  v.  Bast-  Landing,  etc.  Co.,  48  N.  J.  Law, 
ern  Counties  R.  Co.,  11  C.  B.  775;       530. 

McGregor  v.  Deal,  etc.  R.  Co.,  18  is  Bradley  v.  Ballard,  55  111.  413; 

Q.  B.  618;  Leake,  Contracts,  582;  5      Zabriskie  v.  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co., 

Am.   L.    Rev.   272,   282,   article  by      23  How.  381;   Bissell  v.  Michigan, 

O.  W.   Holmes,   Jr.;    Ashbury  Ry.       etc.  R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258;   Wright 

Co.  V.  Richie  (1875),  7  H.  L,  653;       v.   Hughes    (1889),   119   Ind.   331; 

Attorney  General  v.  Great  Eastern      Gary  v.  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.,  29 

Co.,  5  App.  Gas.  473.  Barb.  35;  Goff  v.  American  Linen, 

n  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co.,   101      etc.  Co.,  21  N.  Y.  124;  McClure  v. 

TJ.  S.  71,  and  Yide  infra,  §  909.  Manchester,  etc.  R.  Co.,  13   Gray, 

15  Anderson  v.  Midland  Ry.,  85      124;   Chapman  v.  Mad  River,  etc. 

L.  T.  Rep.  408.  R.  Co.,  6  Ohio,  137;  Hall  v.  Mutual 

10  Ashbury  Ry.  Co.  v.  Richie,  L.      L.  I.  Co.,  32  N.  H.  295;   Railroad 

R.  7,  H.  L.  653.  Co.  v.  Howard,  7  Wall.  392;   Mott 
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osition  that,  in  cases  of  ultra  vires  contracts,  fully  executed  on 
both  sides,  neither  party  can  maintain  any  action  to  rescind  the 
contract,  or  to  recover  any  part  of  the  consideration.^"  It  is  well 
to  repeat  the  proposition,  which  seems  to  be  established  by  the 
more  recent  decisions,  that,  where  a  contract  has,  in  good'  faith, 
been  fiilly  performed,  either  by  the  corporation  or  the  other  party, 
the  one  who  has  thus  received  the  benefit,  will  not  be  permitted  to 
resist  its  enforcement  by  the  plea  of  mere  want  of  power. ^°  Time 
and  again,  corporations  have  been  held  estopped  to  plead  ultra 
vires  to  an  action  on  the  contract,  performed  by  the  other  parties, 
where  the  corporation  has  received  the  benefit,  although  clearly 
beyond  its  powers. ^^  Thus,  where  an  insurance  company,  after 
assuming  the  policies  of  another  company,  substituted  potes  for 
the  securities,  deposited  by  the  latter  company  as  required  by 
statute,  it  was  held  that  the  former  company  could  not  say  that 
the  notes,  by  which  it  obtained  valuable  assets,  were  void,  because 
ultra  vires}^  And,  where  one  sells  bonds  to  a  national  bank, 
at  a  certain  price,  the  bank  agreeing  to  reseM  the  bonds  of  the 
vendor,  at  the  same  price  or  less,  but,  the  bonds  subsequently  ap- 
preciating in  value,  the  bank  refused  to  resell  them, — in  a  suit  by 
the  vendor,  for  the  breach  of  contract,  the  bank  can  not  escape 
liability,  by  setting  up  that  it  had  no  authority,  under  the  national 

V.  United  States  Trust  Co.,  19  Watts'  Appeal,  78  Pa.  St.  370,  392; 
Barb.  568;  Leasure  v.  Hillegas,  7  De  GrofE  v.  American,  etc.  Co.,  21 
Serg.  &  R.  320;  Runyon  v.  Coster,  N.  Y.  124;  Gallon  v.  Hays,  29  Ohio 
14  Pet.  122;  McLindo  v.  St.  Louis,  St.  330,  340;  Railway  Co.  v.  Mc- 
10  Mo.  577;  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Carthy,  96  U.  S.  258,  267;  Field, 
Mathews,  98  U.  S.  621.  Corp.,  §  273.  Oonira— older  cases- 
is  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Xenia  v.  which  can  not  now  be  considered 
Stewart,  107  U.  S.  676;  Union  as  the  law,  except  in  some  in- 
Trust  Co.  V.  Illinois,  etc.  Co.,  117  stances,  in  their  own  states.  Hood 
U.  S.  468;  Long  v.  Georgia  Pacific  v.  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.,  22  Conn. 
Ry.  Co.,  91  Ala.  519,  24  Am.  St.  502  (but  see  Converse  v.  Norwich, 
Rep.  931.  etc.  Co.,  33  Conn.  166,  180) ;  Penn- 
20  J.  C.  Harper  in  12  Cent.  L.  J.  sylvania,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dandridge,  9 
389;  Darst  v.  Gale,  83  111.  136;  Gill  &  J.  248;  Downing  v.  Mount 
Lawrence,  C.  J.,  in  Bradley  v.  Bal-  Washington,  etc.  Co.,  42  N.  H.  230; 
lard,  55  111.  417;  Cozart  v.  Georgia  President  v.  Forman,  29  Md. -524; 
R.  Co.,  54  Ga.  379;  Atlantic  &  P.  Bank  of  Chlllicothe  v.  Swayne,  8 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Union,  etc.  R.  Co.,  1  Ohio  St.  257  (but  see  29  Ohio  St. 
Fed.  Rep.  745;  Dimpfel  v.  Ohio,  330  and  341;  27  Ohio  St.  343). 
etc.  Co.,  8  Reporter,  641;  Hitch-  21  oil  Creek,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Penn- 
cock  V.  Galveston,  96  U.  S.  341;  sylvania,  etc.  Co.,  83  Pa.  St.  160; 
Natchez  v.  Mallery,  54  Miss.  499;  State  Board  v.  Citizens'  St.  Ry. 
Thompson  v.  Lambert,  44  Iowa,  Co.,  47  Ind.  407. 
239;  Pittsburg,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Alle-  22Reife  v.  Columbia  Life  Ins. 
gheny  Co.,  79  Pa.  St.  210,  215;  Co.,  10  Mo.  App.  150. 
Vol.  11—84 
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bank  act,  to  buy  the  bonds,  as  it  might  have  discharged  its  ob- 
ligation by  returning  the  bonds,  and  receiving  back  the  purchase 
money;  and  to  permit  it  to  retain  the  bonds,  would  be  to  allow 
it  to  profit  by  its  own  violation  of  the  act.'''  It  is  no  defense  to 
an  action  for  breach  of  a  contract  by  a  corporation,  that,  in  enter- 
ing into  the  contract,  it  violated  its  own  rules,  that  fact  being 
within  its  knowledge  at  the  time  the  contract  was  entered  into.^* 
A  corporation  making  an  ultra  vires  contract  for  goods,  and  hav- 
ing received  a  part  of  them,  the  seller  may  recover,  for  those 
actually  delivered,  and.  the  company  can  not  recoup  the  damages 
arising  from  want  of  delivery  of  the  remainder.^'  Likewise,  a 
corporation  may  recover  the  value  of  groceries,  sold  to  the  de- 
fendant through  an  agent  of  the  corporation,  the  principal  being 
undisclosed,  although  the  corporation  was  chartered  for  the  pur- 
pose of  manufacturing  woolen  goods,  and  the  sale  was  ultra 
vires.^^  Conversely,  the  other  party  has  been  held  estopped, 
where  the  corporation  had  performed  the  contract."  So,  where 
certain  residents  of  a  county,  bound  themselves  for  enough  to  pay 
for  a  right-of-way,  and  the  company  constructed  the  road,  the 
promisors  could  not  plead  ultra  vires  J^^  And,  generally,  the  power 
of  a  corporation  to  purchase,  and  sue  upon  bonds,  dan  not  be 
questioned  by  the  obligor  in  the  bonds.^°  It  has  been  very  justly 
said,  that,  as  it  is  manifest  that  the  State  has  an  ample  remedy 
for  misuse  or  abuse  of  powers  conferred  upon  a  corporation,  or 
for  a  usurpation  of  powers  and  franchises  not  conferred  upon  it, 
that  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  can  be  of  no- 
service  to  the  .State  (in  restraining  usurpations  of  power  on  the 
part  of  the  corporation,  or  in  promoting  the  public  interes't),  while 
it  encourages  dishonesty  and  sets  aside  general  principles  of  the 
law,  by  enabling  a  corporation  to  take  advantage  of  its  own 
wrong, — therefore  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires,  so  far  as  it  affects 
executed  contracts,  is  wanting  in  principle,  and  rests  upon  no 
solid  foundation.^" 

23  Logan  Co.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Town-  ter  Glass  Co.  v.  Dewey,  16  Mass. 
send  (Ky.  1887),  3  S.  W.  Rep.  122.  94,  102;  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  National 

24  Samuel  v.  Fidelity  &  Casualty  Bank,  96  U.  S.  640;  National  Bank 
Co.  (1888),  49  Hun,  122.  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  621. 

25  Day  V.   Spiral   Spring  Buggy  28  Chicago  &  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Co.  (1885),  57  Mich.  146.  Derkes,  103  Ind.  520. 

26  Slater    Woolen    Co.   v.   Lamb  29  Franklin  Xvenue  German  Sav- 
(1887),  143  Mass.  420.  ings  Inst.  v.  Roscoe  Board  of  Edu- 

■27  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow,      cation,  75  Mo.  408. 
63  N.  Y.  62;  Newbury,  etc.  Co.  v.  so  G.  W.  Field  in  13  Am.  L.  Rev. 

Weare,  27  Ohio  St.  343,  353;  Ches-      658. 
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§  891.  Ultra  vires  contracts  executory. — Contracts  made  in 
excess  of  the  powers  of  a  corporation  which  are  executory  on 
both  sides,  no  part  of  the  consideration  having  been  paid, — will 
not  be  enforced.^^  The  courts  agree,  that,  so  long  as  an  ultra  vires 
contract  remains  unexecuted,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  either  party 
to  it,  it  is  void ;  neither  party  is  estopped  to  deny  its  validity,  and 
no  action  can  be  based  upon  it,  by  either  party  to  it.'''^  One  court 
has  distinctly  stated  the  limits  of  the  proposition,  in  saying  that, 
as  it  understands  the  rule,  ultra  vires  prevails  in  full  force  only 
where  the  contracts  of  private  corporations  remain  wholly  ex- 
ecutory.'' Where  a  corporation  makes  a  contract  that  is  in  excess 
of  its  chartered  powers,  it  may  well  be  that,  while  the  agreement 
remains  wholly  executory,  it  can  not  be  enforced.  So  long  as  the 
contract  is  unexecuted,  it  does  not  estop  the  corporation,  because 
the  power  of  a  corporation,  like  that  of  a  person  under  a  legal 
disability,  can  not  be  enlarged  by  the  mere  form  of  a  contract, 
which  it  had  no  capacity  to  make.^*  Accordingly,  ultra  vires 
may  be  pleaded  to  a  covenant  to  pay  in  advance,  rent  reserved  in 
a  written  lease,  the  consideration  being  future,  not  past,  occupa- 
tion.'^ And,  where  a  banking  corporation,  through  its  president, 
subscribed  to  a  creamery,  but  before  any  act  was  done,  or  ex- 
penditures made,  on  the  faith  of  his  subscription,  it  was  with- 
drawn; it  was  held  that,  as  it  was  simply  an  executory  contract, 
the  subscription  could,  at  the  time,  be  withdrawn,  and  that  the 
bank  was  not  liable.'^  Conversely,  a  corporation  can  not  enforce 
an  executory  contract,  made  in  excess  of  its  powers.''  Where 
the  contract  is  ultra  vires  and  irregular,  and  the  claim  is  merely 
for  the  recovery  of  a  sum  of  money,  acts  of  part  performance,  or 
even  full  performance,  will  not  cure  the  insufficiency  of  the  con- 
tract, and  the  other  contracting  party  may  plead  ultra  vires.^^  So 
no  action  lies  for  money  due  under  a  verbal  contract  to  employ  a 
person  for  a  matter  outside  of  the  ordinary  business  of  the  com- 

31  Parish  v.  "Wheeler,   22   N.  Y.  s* "Wright  v.  Hughes,  (1889),  119 
608.                                                             Ind..    329;    Miners'    Ditch    Co.    v. 

32  Central,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pullman's      Zellerbach,  37  Cal.  543. 

Palace  Car  Co.,  139  XJ.  S.  24;  Mc-  35  Oregonia'n  Ry.  Co.  v.  Simpson, 

Nulta  V.  Corn  Belt  Bank,  164  III.  23  Fed.  Rep.  214. 

427,   56  Am.  St.  Rep.  203;   Louis-  so  Holt  v.  "Winfield  Bank,  25  Fed. 

ville,  etc.  Co.  v.  Louisville  Trust  Rep.  812. 

Co.,  174  TJ.  S.  552;   Nashau  Bank  37  Nassau  Bank  v.  Jones,  95  N. 

v.  Jones,  95  N.  Y.  115,  47  Am.  Rep.  Y.  115. 

14.  38  Crampton    v.    "Varna   Ry.    Co. 

33  Thompson  V.  Lambert  (1876).  (1872),    7    Ch.    562;     Jackson    v. 
44  Iowa,  248.  North  "Wales  Ry.  Co.,  6  R.  C.  113. 
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pany.^'  If,  however,  there  have  been  acts  of  part-performance, 
which  the  company  must  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced  in,  and 
to  have  thus  adopted  the  contract,  specific  performance  will  be 
decreed.*" 

§  892.  Part-performance  of  contracts.  Contracts  executed 
on  one  side. — "V^here  an  ultra  vires  contract  remains  executory 
on  both  sides,  part-performance,  by  either  or  both  parties,  will 
not  sustain  an  action  by  the  other,  for  damages,  or  for  specific 
performance.*'^ 

Contract  executed  on  one  side. — There  is  direct  conflict  of 
opinion,'  where  the  contract  has  been  executed  on  one  side,  and 
the  consideration  has  been  received  by  the  other,  upon  the  question 
whether  that  will  support  an  action,  either  on  the  contract,  or  in 
disaffirmance  of  it,  and  for  recovery  of  the  consideration,  or  its 
value.  The  United  States  Supreme  Court,  and  the  courts  of  sev- 
eral States,  including  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  Alabama,  and 
others,  hold,  that  such  unilaterally  executed  contracts,  although 
tiltra  vires  only  for  lack  of  authority,  are  absolutely  void;  and 
that  part-p>erformance,  and  the  payment  of  the  consideration,  do 
not  estop  the  other  party  to  set  up  that  the  contract  is  ultra  vires  f^ 
and  that,  if  in  any  such  case,  such  party  were  estopped,  "then 
corporations,  no  matter  how  limited  their  powers,  may  make  them- 
selves omnipotent.  They  have  only  to  induce  persons  to  contract 
with  them  beyond. the  scope  of  their  powers,  and  their  very  usurpa- 
tions have  the  effect  of  conferring  powers  on  them,  which  the 
legislature  has  withheld."*^  And,  even  though  the  contract  of  a 
5?<ajj-public  corporation  be  in  excess  of  its  express  powers,  if  it 
be  not  immoral,  or  prohibited,  and  has  been  executed  on  the  one 
side,  it  will  be  enforced  upon  the  other,  to  the  extent  of  doing 
equity.  This  is  the  tendency  of  the  State  courts  to  hold  with 
New  York,  but  herein  they  are  in  conflict  with  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States.    A  subscriber  to  stock  may  withdraw  his 

39  Cope  V.  Thames  Haven  Dock  101  U.  S.  71;  Day  v.  Spiral  etc. 
&  Ry.  Co.,  3  Ex.  841;  Browne  &  Co.,  57  Mich.  146,  58  Am.  Rep.  352. 
Theobald's   Railway  Law,   108.  *2  Central,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pullman's- 

40  Wilson  v.  West  Hartlepool  Ry.  Palace  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24;  Na- 
Co.,  2  De  Gex,  J.  &  S.  475;  Laird  tional,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Home  Sav. 
V.  Birkenhead  Ry.  Co.,  Johnson  Bank,  181  111.  35,  72  Am.  St.  Rep. 
(Bng.  V.-Ch),  500;  London,  etc.  245;  Best  Brewing  Co.  v.  Klassen,^ 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Winter,  Craig  &  P.  57.  185  111.  37,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  26. 
And  see  Cook  v.  Corporation  of  *«  City  Council,  etc.  v.  Mont- 
Seaford,  6  Ch.  551.  gomery,  etc.  Co.,  31  Ala.  76. 

*i  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co., 
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subscription,  if  the  company  locates  its  works  elsewhere  than 
at  the  place  agreed  in  the  articles  of  association.** 

In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. — Upon  this  ques- 
tion, in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Justice 
Gray  said,  "all  contracts  made  by  a  corporation,  beyond  the  scope 
of  its  powers,  are  unlawful  and  void,  and  this  upon  three  distinct 
grounds:  the  obligation  of  everyone  contracting  with  a  corpora- 
tion, to  take  notice  of  the  legal  limits  of  its  powers;  the  interest 
of  the  stockholders,  not  to  be  subjected  to  risks  which  they  have 
never  undertaken;  and,  above  all,  the  interest  of  the  public,  that 
the  corporation  shall  not  transcend  the  powers  conferred  upon  it 
by  law.  .  .  .  The  objection  to  the  contract  is  not  merely, 
that  the  corporation  ought  not  to  have  made  it,  but  that  it  could 
not  make  it.  The  contract  can  not  be  ratified  by  either  party,  be- 
cause it  could  not  have  been  authorized  by  either.  No  perform- 
ance on  either  side  can  give  the  unlawful  contract  any  validity, 
or  be  the  foundation  of  any  right  of  action  upon  it.  .  .  . 
When  the  contract  is  beyond  the  powers  conferred  upon  it  by 
existing  laws,  neither  the  corporation,  nor  the  other  party  to 
the  contract  can  be  estopped,  by  assenting  to  it,  or  by  acting  upon 
it,  to  show  that  it  was  prohibited  by  those  laws.  .  .  .  The 
courts,  while  refusing  to  maintain  any  action  upon  the  unlawful 
contract,  ...  by  permitting  property  or  money  to  be  re- 
covered back,  or  compensation  to  be  made,  ...  do  not 
affirm,  but  disaffirm,  the  unlawful  contract."*^  Where  State 
courts  follow  this  rule,  the  following  are  among  cases  of  its 
application :  Where  a  railroad  corporation  made  an  ultra  vires 
purchase  of  a  steamboat,  to  be  run  in  connection  with  its  road, 
and  gave  its  notes  therefor,  and  received  and  used  the  boat,  it 
was  held  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  on  the  notes  ;**  where 
an  insurance  company  issued  a  policy  upon  a  risk  not  within  its 
powers,  and  received  the  premium,  it  was  held  Hot  liable  on  its 
policy.*^  A  corporation  was  held  not  -liable  on  a  guaranty  by 
it,  of  a  dividend  on  the  stock  of  another  corporation,  where  the 
subscription  to  it  was  induced  by  the  guaranty;*'  and  where, 
upon  an  ultra  vires  contract  by  a  corporation  to  purchase  property 

41  Auburn,  etc.  Works  v.  Schultz  47  Andrews  v.  Union,  etc.  Co.,  37 

(1891),  143  Pa.   St.  256.  Me.  257. 

45  Central,   etc.   Co.  v.  Pullman  48  Memphis,  etc.  Co.  v.  Memphis 
.Palace  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24.  &  Charleston  R.  Co.,  85  Tenn.  703. 

46  Pearce  v.  Madison,  etc.  Co.,  21 
How.    (U.  S.)   441. 
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to  be  manufactured  for  it,  the  contract  was  executed  by  the  con- 
tractee's  manufacture  and  tender  of  the  property,  it  was  held 
not  to  entitle  him  to  recover  upon  an  action  for  the  price.*'  But 
that  strict  doctrine,  that  an  ultra  vires  contract,  though  fully  exe- 
cuted on  one  side,  will  not  support  an  action,  is  not  generally  rec- 
ognized; on  the  contrary,  it  is  held  by  many  State  courts,  that 
in  case  of  a  contract  witli  a  corporation,  merely  ultra  vires  because 
beyond  the  powers,  but  which  is  not  immoral  or  expressly  for- 
bidden, or  otherwise  illegal,  and,  where  there  has  been  perform- 
ance by  either  party,  and  receipt  of  its  benefits  by  the  other,  such 
person  is  estopped  to  plead  ultra  vires  to  escape  liability  on  con- 
tract."" In  Illinois  it  was  held  that  a  bank,  after  establishing  an 
investment  department,  and  receiving  loans  and  deposits  upon  the 
faith  of  deeds  of  trust  to  secure  the  lenders,  could  not  repudiate 
the  security  on  the  ground  that  it  was  ultra  vires.^^  In  the  case 
of  an  ultra  vires  lease,  made  by  a  corporation  in  New  Jersey,  the 
court  said:  "In  the  conflict  of  judicial  opinion  on  this  subject, 
this  court  may  adopt,  and  should  adopt,  the  rule  which  will  pro- 
duce the  best  results  in  the  administration  of  justice.  In  my 
judgment,  the  true  rule  is,  that,  when  the  transaction  is  complete, 
and  the  party,  seeking  relief,  has  performed  on  his  part,  the  plea 
of  ultra  vires  by  the  corporation,  which  has  acquiesced  in  it,  is- 
inadmissible,  in  an  action  brought  against  it  for  not  performing 
its  side  of  the  contract,  in  all  those  instances,  where  the  party,  who 
has  performed,  can  not,  upon  recission,  be  restored  to  his  former 
status.  .  .  .  The  underlying  principle  is,  that  the  corporation 
can  not  set  up  its  own  infirmity  when  it  is  unconscionable  to  do 
so.  The  law  forbids  the  defense,  on  account  of  the  flagrant  in- 
justice which  would  otherwise  be  done.  The  question  of  cor- 
porate power  is  not  entertained.  To  enable  recompense  to  be 
had  to  this  extent,  the  contracts  are  respected,  not  that  they  rest 
in  authority,  but  because  good  conscience  requires  it."''^  A  per- 
son who  has  purchased  and  received  goods  from  a  corporation, 
can  not  defeat  any  action  for  the  price,  on  plea  that,  to  deal  in,  or 
sell  the  goods,  was  uitra  vires  the  corporation ;  "^  nor  conversely, 
can  the  corporation,  on  like  plea,  avoid  its  undertaking  to  pay 

<9  Downing   v.   Mt.   Washington  oi  Ward  v.  Johnson,  95  III.  215. 

Road  Co.,  40  N.  H.  230.  52  Camden,    etc.    Co.    v.    May's 

BO  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow,  Landing,  etc.  Co.,  48  N.  J.  Law, 

63   N.   Y.    62,    20   Am.    Rep.    504;  530. 

Bath,  etc.  Co.  v.  ClafEy,  151  N.  Y.  os  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow, 

24,  36  L.  R.  A.  664.  63  N.  Y.  62,  20  Am.  Rep.  504. 
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for  the  purchased  property."  The  lessee  under  an  ultra  vires 
lease,  by  a  corporation,  where  he  has  occupied  the  premises,  can 
not  defeat  an  action  for  the  rent,  by  pleading  ultra  vires?^ 
Where  corporations  have  entered  into  an  ultra  vires  partnership, 
and  received  the  consideration  for  their  partnership  contract, 
they  can  not  defeat  their  partnership  liability  upon  it,  by  setting 
up  that  the  business  was  ultra  vires  the  corporation."'  And, 
where  railroad  companies,  without  legislative  authority  therefor, 
agreed  to  consolidate,  and  sold  a  ticket  to  a  passenger,  for  a  price 
received,  they  were  not  allowed  to  escape  liability  for  injury 
to  him  and  his  baggage,  on  plea  of  ultra  vires  against  the  con- 
solidation, and  the  contract  with  the  passenger.°^ 

§  893.  Restoration  of  that  received,  a  condition  of  rescis- 
sion of  contract. — The  rule  is  the  same,  even  where  no  fraud 
was  intended  or  committed."^  In  other  words,  when  a  corpora- 
tion has  repudiated  a  contract  as  ultra  vires,  it  must  restore  to 
the  other  party  whatever  it  may  have  obtained  from  him  f  unless 
the  thing  acquired  has  become  so  blended  with  the  corporate 
property,  that  it  can  not  be  rendered  up,  without  infringing  the 
rights  of  persons  who  have  never  assented  to  the  contract,  nor 
in  any  way  acquiesced  in  it.""  Under  the  rule,  in  equity,  that 
a  corporation  is  accountable,  for  benefits  which  it  has  received 
under  a  transaction  ultra  vires,  it  was  held  that  the  court,  while 
setting  aside,  as  ultra  vires,  a  contract,  should  compel  an  account 
for  the  benefit  had,  and  this,  not  on  the  basis  of  bare  reimburse- 
ment, but  of  a  fair  compensation,  which  should  include  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  also.'^  Having  had  the  benefit  of  the  transaction, 
the  law  implies  a  contractual  or  quasi  contractual  obligation  to 
pay,  and  neither  party  to  the  contract,  can  defeat  recovery  by  plea 

5*  Dewey  v.  Toledo,  etc.  Co.,  91  Franklin  Bank,  22  Pick.  181;   In 

Micli.  351.  re  Cork,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  Lr.  R.  4  Ch. 

55  Bath,   etc.   Co.   v.   Claffy,   151  748;    Ernest  v.  Nicholls,  6  H.  L. 

N.  Y.  24,  36  L.  R.  A.  664.  Cas.    401;     Burge's     and    Stock's 

soBissell    V.    Michigan,    etc.    R.  Case,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  309;  Hawken  v. 

Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258.           '  Bourne,   8  Mees.   &  W.  703;    Hall 

5T  Bissell    V.    Michigan,    etc.    R.  v.    Swansea,    5    Q.  'B.   526;    Haw- 
Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258.  tayne  v.  Bourne,  7  Mees.  &  W.  595; 

58  Sherman  Center  Town  Co.  v.  Ex  parte  Cropper,  1  De  Gex,  M.  & 

Morris  (1890),  23  Pac.  Rep.  569.  G.  147. 

ssBrice's  Ultra  Vires   (2d  Bng.  eo  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  310, 

ed.),  769;   Newcastle  Northern  R.  citing  Hill's  Case,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  605. 

Co.  V.  Simpson,  23  Fed.  Rep.  214;  si  Newcastle  Northern  R.  Co.  v. 

Humphrey  v.  Patrons'  Mercantile  Simpson,  23  Fed.  Rep.  214. 
Assn.,    50    Iowa,    607;    White    v. 


133ff  TJLTEA   TIRES   ACTS    AND   CONTRACTS.  [§  894. 

that  the  contract  was  ultra  vires."''  Illustrations  of  recovery, 
under  such  implied  contract,  are :  recovery  under  an  ultra  vires 
lease,  of  value  of  use  and  occupation  of  the  land,  where  an  action 
could  not  be  maintained  for  rent  due,  under  the  lease  f^  recovery 
of  the  money  by  a  corporation,  which'  in  advance  paid  money 
under  ultra  vires  contract,  for  purchase  of  goods,  the  other  party 
retaining  both  the  money  and  the  goods  f*  and  recovery  of  the 
consideration  paid  for  ultra  vires  bonds,  issued  and  sold  by  a  cor- 
poration.^'* The  established  rule  in  Alabama  is,  that  a  corpora- 
tion is  not  estopped,  by  reason  of  having  received  the  benefits  of 
a  contract  which  is  ultra  vires,  from  setting  up  its  invalidity  in 
defense  of  a  suit  brought  to  enforce  it.°° 

§894.  Enforceability  of  ultra  vires  contracts. — In  New 
York,  Massachusetts,  and  Wisconsin,  it  is  the  rule,  as  to  ultra 
vires  contracts  carried  out  by  one  party,  that  the  other  party  can 
not  refuse  performance,  while  retaining  the  benefits  received. 
The  New  York  court  of  appeals  said: — "That  kind  of  plunder, 
which  holds  to  the  property,  but  pleads  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires 
against  the  obligations  to  pay  for  it,  has  no  recognition  or  support 
in  the  law  of  this  State. ""^  On  the  contrary,  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  rigidly  adheres  to  the  old  rule  against  the  en- 
forceability of  a  Contract  which  is  ultra  vires.  "The  doctrine  of 
ultra  vires,  by  which  a  contract,  made  by  a  corporation  beyond 
the  scope  of  its  corporate  powers,  is  unlawful,  and  void,  and  will 
not  support  an  action,  rests,  as  this  court  has  often  recognized 
and  affirmed,  upon  three  distinct  grounds ;  the  obligation  of  any 
one  contracting  with  a  corporation,  to  take  notice  of  the  legal 
limits  of  its  powers;  the  interest  of  the  stockholders,  not  to  be 
subject  to  risks,  which  they  have  never  undertaken;  and,  above 
all,  the  interest  of  the  public,  that  the  corporation  shall  not  tran- 
scend the  powers  conferred  upon  it  by  law."°^  "A  railroad  cor- 
poration, unless  authorized  by  its  act  of  incorporation,  or  by 
other  statutes  so  to  do,  has  no  power  to  guarantee  the  bonds 

62  Slater,  etc.  v.  Lamb,  143  Mass.  66  Chewacla  Lime  Works  v.  Dis- 
420.  mukes   (1889),  87  Ala.  344;   Sher- 

63  Brunswick     Gaslighjt     Co.     v.  wood  v.  Alvls,  83  Ala.  115.     Tide 
United  Gas,  etc.  Co.,   35  Me.  532,  infra,  §  898.  _ 

•  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  385.  67  Seymour  v.  Spring  Forest,  etc. 

«4 Northwestern  ,    etc.     Co.     v.  Assn.    (1895),   144   N.   Y.   333,   26 

Shaw,   37  Wis.   655,   19  Am.  Rep.  L.  R.  A.  859. 

781.  68  McCormlck   v.    Market    Bank 

65  Paul  V.   City  of  Kenosha,   22  (1897),  165  U.  S.  538. 
Wis.  266,  94  Am.  Dec.  598. 
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of  another  corporation;  and  such  a  guaranty,  or  any  contract 
to  give  one,  if  not  authorized  by  statute,  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  powers  of  the  corporation,  and  strictly  ultra  vires,  unlawful, 
and  void,  and  incapable  of  being  made  good  by  ratification,  or 
estoppel."'"'  Though  a  hardware  corporation  may  not  become 
a  borrower  from,  or  stockholder  in,  a  building  association,  yet 
he  can  not  repudiate  his  mortgage,  if  given  for  a  loan.''''  A 
stockholder  of  a  railway  company,  as  lessee  of  another  corpora- 
tion, can  not  object  that  the  lessor  had  no  power  to  own  the  rail- 
road.''^ Though  a  national  bank  has  no  authority  to  receive,  and 
collect,  and  reinvest,  securities,  in  doing  so,  it  must  account  for 
them,  and  their  proceeds.''^  A  corporation,  engaging  in  the 
hotel  business,  can  not  repudiate  its  liability  on  the  ground  that 
the  business  was  ultra  vires.''^ 

§  895.  Contracts  which  are  enforceable  against,  but  not  by 
the  corporation. — ^The  mere  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  cor-, 
poration,  that  the  other  party  is  going  to  use  the  proceeds  of 
the  contract  for  some  illegal  purpose,  does  not  render  the  con- 
tract void,  so  far  as  it  is  concerned,  provided  it  does  not  par- 
ticipate in  the  illegal  undertaking.''*  It  may  be  laid  down  as  the 
rule,  that  the  agreement  must  be  to  do,  or  to  further,  some  illegal 
or  immoral  purpose,  or  some  purpose  in  violation  of  public  policy. 
The  element  that  destroys  the  validity  of  the  agreement,  is  the 
purpose,  by  the  agreement,  to  effect  the  forbidden  end,  else  the 
consideration  for  the  promise  must  be  to  do  an  illegal  act.  If 
this  were  not  the  rule,  then  a  contract  might  be  declared  void,  as 
against  public  policy  or  public  law,  that  does  not  stipulate  for 
the  violation  of  the  one,  or  the  other.'^  When  a  corporation 
makes  a  prohibited  contract,  while  executory  on  both  sides,  it  is 
binding  on  neither;  and,  if  executed  on  either  side,  the  courts 
will  refuse  to  lend  any  aid,  to  the  enforcement  by  the  other;  sub- 
ject, however,  to  this  just  exception,  that,  if  the  charter  clearly 
intended  the  contract  to  be  illegal  as  to  the  corporation  only,  and 

09  Louisville,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Louis-  73  Magee     v.     Pacific,     etc.     Co. 

ville  Trust  Co.    (1899),  147  U.  S.  (1893),    98   Cal.   678,   36  Am.    St. 

S67.    Tide  supra.  Liability  of  Of-  Rep.  199. 

FiCEES,  §§  746-767.  J*  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  293; 

TO  Bowman,  v.   Foster,   etc.   Co.  Puryear   v.   McGavock    (1871),    9 

<1899),  94  Fed.  592.  Heisk.    461;    Jones    v.    Planters' 

71  Rogers  v.  Nashville,  etc.  Ry.  Bank  (1872),  9  Heisk.  455. 
(1898),  91  Fed.  299.         ■  f o  puryear  v.  MaGavock  (1871), 

72  Bmmerling  v.  First  National  9  Heisk.  461,  quoting  NafC  v.  CraW- 
Bank  (1899),  97  Fed.  739.  ford,  1  Heisk.  116. 
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not  as  to  the  other  party,  it  may  be  enforced  against,  though  not 
by,  the  corporation.'"  An  illegal  corporate  act  can  not  be  ratified^ 
nor  made  valid,  even  by  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  stock- 
holders.'' Nor  can  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  be  invoked,  to  bind 
a  corporation  to  a  contract  forbidden  by  law." 

§  896.  Ultra  vires  as  a  defense. — ^The  first  enunciation  in 
this  country,  of  the  principles,  in  support  of  the  defense  of  ultra 
vires,  was  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  in  1804;  the  learned  Justice  saying:  "With- 
out ascribing  to  this  body,  which,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  is  the 
mere  creature  of  the  act  to  which  it  owes  its  corporate  existence, 
all  the  qualities  and  disabilities  annexed  by  the  common  law  to 
the  ancient  institutions  of  this  sort,  it  may  correctly  be  said  to  be 
precisely  what  the  incorporating  act  has  made  it,  to  derive  all  its 
powers  from  that  act,  and  be  capable  of  exercising  its  faculties 
only  in  the  manner  which  that  act  authorizes.  With  these  bodies, 
which  have  only  a  legal  existence,  the  act  of  incorporation  is  an 
enabling  act.  -It  gives  them  all  the  powers  they  possess.  It  en- 
ables them  to  contract;  and  when  it  prescribes  to  them  a  mode 
of  contracting,  they  must  observe  that  mode,  or  the  instrument 
no  more  creates  a  contract,  than  if  the  body  had  never  been  in- 
corporated."'^ Upon  these  principles,  thus  declared,  were  after- 
ward based  the  decisions  in  the  Dartmouth  college  case.*"  The 
exercise  by  a  corporation,  of  any  pow^r  not  specifically  granted, 
or  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  purposes,  for  which  it  was 
incorporated,  is  ultra  vires.  The  defense  of  ultra  vires  is  avail- 
able against  all  persons,  because  they  are  bound  to  know  from  the 
law  of  its  existence,  that  the  corporation  has  no  power  to  per- 
form the  act.*^    The  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  as  a  defense,  was 

76  "Ultra  Vires,"  ty  G.  H.  Wald,  '9  Heard  v.  Providence  Ins.  Co., 

6  Cent.  L.  J.  5,  citing  Oneida  Bank  2  Cranch  (1804),  127. 

V.    Ontario   Bank,   21   N.   Y.   490;  «o  Dartmouth    College    Case,    4 

Tracy  v.  Talmadge,  14  N.  Y.  162.  Wheat.    518.;Gozzler    v.    Corp.    of 

7T  Thomas  v.  The  Railroad,  101  Georgetown,  6  Wheat.  593;   Fleck- 

U.  S.  70,  and  authorities  there  re-  ner  v.  Bank  of  United   States,   8 

viewed;     Salem    Mill-Dam    Co.    v.  Wheat.  338. 

Ropes,  ,6    Pick.   23,    32;    Riche  v.  si  People  v.  Utica  Ins.  Co.  (1818), 

Ashbury    Railway    Carriage,    etc.  15   Johns.    357,    8   Am.   Dec.    243; 

Co.,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  653.  New    York,    etc.    Co.    v.    Sturges 

IS  In  re  Comstock,  3  Sawy.  218;  (1824),  2  Cow.  664;  Beach  v.  Pul- 

Kent  v.    Quicksilver  Mining   Co.,  ton  Bank    (1829),   3   Wend.   574; 

78  N.  Y.  159,   185;    Ogdensburgh,  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle  (1839), 

etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Vermont,  etc.  R.  Co.,  13  Pet.  519;  ^errine  v.  Chesapeake, 

4  Hun,  268.  etc.  Co.  (1850),  9  How.  172.' 
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evolved  tor  the  purpose  of  confining  corporations  to  the  exercise 
of  only  such  powers  as  the  State  has  conferred  upon  them,  and 
powers  incident  thereto.  If  the  corporation  makes  a  contract 
beyond  its  power  to  make,  or  which  is  prohibited,  or  is  otherwise 
contrary  to  law,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  to  declare  the  contract 
void,  without  inquiry  into  the  relative  condition  of  the  parties. 
It  is  the  general  rule,  as  to  ultra  vires  contracts,  that  any  contract 
made  by  a  corporation,  not  necessary  and  proper,  directly  or  in- 
directly, to  enable  it  to  answer  the  purpose  of  its  creation, — is  void, 
and  neither  a  court  of  law,  or  of  equity,  can  enforce  it.*^  In 
Central  Transportation  Company  v.  Pullman,  etc.  Co.,  where 
all  the  cases,  bearing  upon  this  subject  were  cited,  examined,  and 
reaffirmed,  it  was  said  by  Associate  Justice  Gray;  that,  "a  con- 
tract of  a  corporation,  which  is  ultra  vires  in  the  proper  sense, 
that  is  to  say,  outside  the  objtects  of  its  creation,  as  defined  in 
the  law  of  its  organization,  and  therefore  beyond  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  it  by  the  legislature, — is  not  voidable  only,  but  wholly 
void,  and  of  no  legal  effect. 

The  objection  to  the  contract  is  not  merely,  that  the  corpora- 
tion ought  not  to  have  made  it,  but  that  if  could  not  make  it. 
The  contract  can  not  be  ratified  by  either  party,  because  it  could 
not  have  been  authorized  by  either.  No  performance,  on  either 
side,  can  give  the  unlawful  contract  any  validity,  or  be  the  founda- 
tion of  any  right  of  action  upon  it."^''  When  acts  of  corporation 
are  spoken  of  as  ultra  vires,  it  is  not  intended  that  they  are  un- 
lawful, or  even  such  as  the  corporation  can  not  perform,  but 
merely  those  which  are  not  within  the  powers  conferred  upon  the 
corporation  by  the  act  of  its  creation,  and  are  in  violation  of  the 
trust  reposed  in  the  managing  board  of  the  shareholders,  that 
the  affairs  shall  be  managed,  and  the  funds  applied  solely  for 
carrying  out  the  objects  for  which  the  corporation  was  created.** 
Whether  a  contract,  as  originally  made,  was'  ultra  vires,  is  not 
a  very  important  inquiry  upon  suit  brought  upon  the  contract. 
If  it  was,  the  State,  under  whose  sovereignty  the  corporation 

82  Thomas  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  101  XT.  84  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow 
S.  71;  Central  Trans.  Co.  v.  Pull-  (1875),  63  N.  Y.  68;  Earl  of  Shafts- 
man  Co.,  131  U.  S.  24;  Reese  on  bury  v.  North  Staffordshire  R.  Co., 
Ultra  Vires,  §  70;  Alabama  Ins.  L.  R.  1  Bq.  593;  Taylor  v.  Chi- 
Co.  V.  Central  Assn.,  54  Ala.  73;  Chester,  etc.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Exch. 
Simmons  v.  Troy  Works,  92  Alai  356;  Bissell  v.  Michigan,  etc.  R. 
427,  9  South.  160.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258. 

S3  Central  Trans.  Co.  v.  Pullman, 
etc.  Co.   (1890),  139  U.  S.  24. 
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■dwells,  and  by  whose  act  and  favor  it  exists,  has  no  interest  in 
arresting  its  action  for  the  recovery  of  moneys,  equitably  due 
upon  a  contract  fully  executed,  and  a  work  fully  accomplished, 
whatever  may  be  its  right  to  annul  its  charter.  The  shareholders, 
whose  confidence  has  been  abused,  and  whose  funds  have  been 
diverted  from  their  proper  use,  have  a  direct  interest  in  reclaim- 
ing and  restoring  to  proper  custody,  and  applying  to  legitimate 
uses,  the  funds  which  have  been  diverted  and  improperly  used, 
for  purposes  other  than  the  legitimate  business  of  the  corpora- 
tion. But  the  plea  of  ultra  vires  should  not,  as  a  general  rule, 
prevail,  whether  interposed  for  or  against  a  corporation,  when 
it  would  not  advance  justice,  but  on  the  contrary,  would  ac- 
complish a  legal  wrong.*^  In  view  of  the  inroad  of  exceptions 
to  the  rule,  it  has  become  practically  true,  that  the  theory  of 
ultra  vires,  based  upon  the  limited  capacities  of  corporations,  has 
^iven  way  to  a  more  modern  one,  which  rests  the  doctrine  on 
illegality.**  In  the  absence  of  proof,  showing  a  want  of  author- 
ity on  the  part  of  a  corporation,  in  making  a  contract,  or  of  a 
violation  of  its  charter,  a  claim,  that  the  contract  is  ultra  vires 
will  not  be  upheld;  every  presumption  is  to  the  contrary.^^  The 
defense  that  bonds  issued  by  a  corporation,  are  invalid,  under  a 
constitution  prohibiting  the  increase  of  the  bonded  debt  of,  a 
corporation,  without  the  consent  of  the  majority  of  the  stock- 
holders in  value,  should  be  specially  pleaded.^*  In  case  of  an 
ultra  vires  contract,  evidenced  by  a  negotiable  instrument,  which 
before  maturity  has  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  bona  Me  pur- 
chaser for  value,  the  corporation  can  not  avoid  liability,  by  settin^j 

86  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow  enter  into  a   particular  contract, 

(1875),  63  N.  Y.  69,  per  Allen,  J.  every   court,    whether   of   law   or 

80  G.  H.  "Wald  in  6  Cent.  L.  J.  5,  equity,  is  bound  to  treat  a  con- 
citing  Att'y-Gen.  v.  Great  North-  tract  entered  into,  contrary  to  the 
ern  Ry.  Co.,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  1006;  Mc-  enactment,  as  illegal  and  there- 
Gregor  v.  Dover,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  18  fore  wholly  void,  and  can  not  be 
Q.  B.  618;  Taylor  v.  Chichester,  ratified.  The  test  then  is,  not,  did 
etc.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  356.  It  the  legislature  expressly  enable 
is  thus  stated  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  corporation  to  make  the  par- 
Kiche  V.  Ashbury  Ry.  Car  Co.,  L.  ticular  contract,  but  has  it  pro- 
R.  9  Exoh.  244,  at  p.  262:  "I  do  hibited  it,  and  every  act  not  pro- 
not  entertain  any  doubt  that  if  on  hibited  by  the  statute  stands." 
the  true  construction  of  any  stat-  87  Rider  Life  Raft  Co.  v.  Roach, 
ute  creating  a  corporation,  it  ap-  97  N.  Y.  378. 

pears  to  be  the  intention  of  the         es  German  Sav.   Inst.   v.  Jacoby 

legislature,     express    or    implied,  (Mo.   1889),   11   S.   W.   Rep.   256; 

that    the    corporation    shall    not  Mo.  Const.,  art  xii,  §  8. 
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up  the  defense  of  ultra  vires;^^  or,  if  one  takes  a  corporation  note, 
on  acceptance,  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  it  is  merely  accom- 
modation paper.""  The  corporation  has  no  power  to  accept,  or 
issue,  or  indorse,  a  negotiable  paper,  for  the  mere  accommodatiort 
of  anolher  person,"^  but  it  can  not  plead  its  want  of  power,  against 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  before  maturity.'^  It  may  sO' 
plead  against  a  purchaser,  with  notice  that  the  instrument  was 
issued  ultra  vires.^^ 

§  896a.  Ultra  vires  as  a  defense  by  the  corporation  against 
third  parties,  distinguished  from  its  defense  against  stock- 
holders.— "The  question,  as  between  stockholders  and  the 
corporation,  is  a  very  different  one  from  that  which  arises  be- 
tween the  corporation  itself,  and  strangers  dealing  with  it;  and 
the  principle  established,  when  the  contract  arises  between 
strangers  and  the  corporation,  is  whether  the  act,  in  question,  is 
one  which  the  corporation  is  not  authorized  to  perform,  under: 
any  circumstances,  or  one  that  may  be  performed  by  the  corpora- 
tion, for  some  purposes,  but  may  not  for  others.  In  the  former- 
case,  the  defense  of  ultra  vires  is  available  to  the  corporation,  as^ 
against  all  persons,  because  they  are  bound  ta  know  from  the  law- 
of  its  existence,  that  it  has  no  power  to  perform  the  act.  But 
in  the  latter  case,  the  defense  may,  or  not,  be  available,  depend- 
ing upon  the  question,  whether  the  party  dealing  with  the  cor- 
poration, is  aware  of  the  intention  to  perform  the  act  for  art 
unauthorized  purpose,  or,  under  circumstances,  not  justifying  its 
performance.  And  the  test,  as  between  strangers  having  na 
knowledge  of  an  unlawful  purpose,  and  the  corporation,  is  to 
compare  the  terms  of  the  contract  with  the  provisions  of  the  law,, 
from  which  the  corporation  derives  its  powers,  and,  if  the  court 
can  see  that  the  act  to  be  performed,  is  necessarily  beyond  the 
powers  of  the  corporation,  for  any  purpose,  the  contract  can  not 
be  enforced, — otherwise  it  can.  .  .  Strangers  are  presumed 
to  know  the  law  of  the  land,  and  they  are  bound,  when  dealing 
with  corporations,  to  know  the  powers  conferred  by  their  charters. 

89  Wright  V.  Pipe  Line  Co.,  101  322;   National  Park  Banli  v.  Ger- 
Pa.    St.    204,    47    Am.    Rep.    701;  man,  etc.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  281. 
Louisville,   etc.   Co.   v.    Louisville  si  National   Park   Bank  v.   Ger- 
Triist  Co.,  174  U.  S.  552;  Wood  v.  man,  etc.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  281. 
Corry,  etc.  X:!o.,  44  Fed.  146.  »2  National    Park   Bank  v.   Ger- 

90  Monument  Nat  Bank  V.  Globe  man,  etc.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  281. 
Work?,  101  Mass.  57,  3  Am.  Rep.  93  National   Park  Bank   v.   Ger- 
man, etc.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  281. 
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These  are  open  to  their  inspection,  and  it  is  easy  to  determine 
whether  the  act  is  within  the  scope  of  the  general  powers  for 
that  purpose."'*  Ultra  vires  is  no  defense  to  a  contract,  made, 
not  in  the  exercise  of  a  power,  not  conferred,  but  by  abuse  of 
a  general  power  in  a  particular  instance,  the  abuse  not  being 
known  to  the  contractec'^^'  The  doctrine  of  ultra  vires,  in  its 
application,  has  two  phases,  one,  where  the  public  is  concerned, 
and  the  other,  where  the  question  is  between  the  corporation  and 
the  stockholders,  or  third  parties  dealing  with  the  corporation, 
and  through  it  with  the  shareholders.  When  the  public  is  con- 
cerned to  restrain  a  corporation,  within  the  limit  of  its  charter 
power,  an  assent  by  the  stockholders,  to  the  exercise  of  unauthor- 
ized power  by  the  corporation,  will  be  of  no  avail.  When  the  ques- 
tion is  the  right  of  the  shareholder  to  restrain  the  corporation 
within  its  authorized  powers,  he  may,  in  many  cases,  be  denied, 
by  reason  of  his  express,  or  tacit  consent  to  the  corporate  action. 
Where  the  corporation  does  acts,  to  the  harm  of  the  public,  they 
are  per  se  illegal,  or  are  mala  prohihita.  Then  no  assent  of  the 
shareholder  can  validate  them.  But,  where  the  corporation  does 
acts,  not  thus  illegal,  though  they  are  unauthorized,  which  acts 
affect  only  the  interest  of  the  stockholder,  they  may  be  validated 
by  assent  of  the  stockholders,  so  that  strangers  to  them,  dealing 
in  good  faith  with  the  corporation,  will  be  protected,  in  a  reliance 
upon  those  acts."**" 

§  897.  As  a  defense  by  a  corporation  which  has  received 
benefits. — A  corporation  can  not  retain  property  acquired  under 
a  transaction  ultra  vires,  and  at  the  same  time  repudiate  its  ob- 
ligations under  the  same  transaction.""     And,  if  a  contract,  made 

91  Chief  Justice  Sawyer  in  Min-  mage,  14  N.  Y.  162,  67  Am.  Dec. 

ers' Ditch  Co.  V.  Zellerbach  (1869),  132;   Parish  v.  Wheeler,  22  N.  Y. 

37  Cal.  543,  99  Am.  Dec.  930.  494;    De   Graff  v.   American,    et-i 

94a  Monument     Nat.     Bank     v.  Co.,  21  N.  Y.  124;  Taylor  County  v. 

Globe  Works  (1869),  101  Mass.  57,  Baltimore,  etc.  R.  Co.    (1888),  25 

3  Am.  Rep.  322.  Fed.  Rep.  161,  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 

94b  Kent  v.   Quicksilver  M.   Co.  10 ;    Louisville,    etc.    Ry.    Co.    v. 

(1879),  78  N.  Y.  159.  Flannagan    (1888),   113   Ind.  488; 

95  Memphis  &  Little  Rock  R.  Co.  Durst  v.  Gale,  83  111.  136;   Hertzo 

V.    Dow,    19    Fed.    Rep.    388;    Na-  v.    San    Francisco,    33    Cal.    134; 

tlonal  Bank  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  Connecticut   River   Savings   Bank 

621;   Stewart  v.  National  Bank,  2  v.   Fiske,   60  N.   H.   363;    Eastern 

Abb.  U.  S.  424;  Whitney  Arms  Co.  Counties  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hawkes,  5  H. 

V.  Barlow,  63  N.  Y.  62,  20  Am.  Rep.  L.  Cas.   331.     Of.   Illinois  Central 

504;  Bissell  v.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  116  111.  159. 
Co.,  22  N.  Y.   264;   Tracy  v.  Tal- 
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by  it,  is  not  iH  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  charter  of  the  cor- 
poration, or  of  any  statute,  prohibiting  it,  the  corporation  is 
Hable  on  the  contract.'"  And  a  corporation,  Hke  a  natural  person, 
may  be  compelled  to  account  for  benefits  received  from  a  transac- 
tion, even  if  it  be  one  not  enforceable,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
its  agents  had  no  right  to  make  it,  it  being  neither  illegal  nor 
immoral.*''  "However  the  contractual  power  of  a  corporation 
may  be  limited  under  its  charter,  there  is  no  limitation  of  its 
power  to  make  restitution  to  the  other  party,  whose  money  or 
property  it  has  obtained  through  an  unauthorized  contract;  nor, 
as  a  corporation,  is  it  exempted  from  the  common  obligation,  to 
do  justice,  which  binds  individuals,  for  this  duty  rests  upon  all 
persons  alike,  whether  natural  or  artificial."*'  To  relieve  in- 
justice and  hardship,  the  doctrine  seems  to  have  been  introduced, 
that,  although  a  contract  may  be  void  as  ultra  vires,  still  a  re- 
covery may  be  had  of  a  corporation,  for  money  or  property  re- 
ceived on  such  void  contract,  on  an  implied  agreement  to  return 
the  property,  or  other  consideration  received,  or  pay  for  the  same, 
so  much  as  it  may  reasonably  be  worth.**  This  is  the  rule,  even 
in  those  jurisdictions  which  strictly  apply  the  doctrine  of  ultra 
vires.  The  action  allowed  on  implied  contract,  for  money  had 
and  received,  or  for  value  of  the  property,  is  in  disaffirmance  of 
the  ultra  vires  contract,  and  not  to  enforce  it.^  "In  some  of  the 
cases,  it  has  been  said,  that,  while  the  general  rule  is,  that  acts 
and  contracts   in    excess  of  the  charter    of  a  corporation,   are 

sa  state  Board  of  Agriculture  v.  30  N.  Y.  83;  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Citlzens'  Street  Ry.  Co.,  47  Ind.  Cutcheon,  13  Pa.  St.  13;  Hague  v. 
407,  17  Am.  Rep.  702;  HltchcocK  City  of  Philadelpliia,  48  Pa.  St. 
V.  Galveston,  96  U.  S.  311.  527;  City  of  Baltimore  v.  Reynolds, 
97  Manville  v.  Belden  Mining  20  Md.  1;  Richard  v.  Warren  Co., 
Co.,  17  Fed.  Rep.  425.  31  Md.  381;  Zoetman  v.  San  Fran- 
ks Manchester,  etc.  Co.  V.  Con-  Cisco,  20  Cal.  96;  Argenti  v.  City 
cord  R.  Co.,  66  N.  H.  100,  49  Am.  of  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  255; 
St.  Rep.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  689.  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Wood,  17  Barb. 
99  "JJZira  Tires,"  by  G.  W.  Field,  378;  Bank  v.  Hammond,  1  Rich. 
13  Am.  Rev.  647;  Allegheny  City  281;  Southern,  etc.  Co.  v.  Lanier, 
V.  Clarkan,  14  Pa.  St.  81;  Dill  v.  5  Fla.  110;  Silver  Lake  Bank  v. 
Wareham,  7  Mete.  438;  McCracken  North,  4  Johns.  Ch.  376;  Tracy  v. 
V.  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  571;  East  Talmadge,  14  N.  Y.  162;  Leavitt 
London,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Bailey,  4  v.  Palmer,  3  N.  Y.  19;  Gas  Co.  v. 
Bing.  283;  Mayor  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  San  Francisco,  9  Cal.  453. 
&  W.  815 ;  Paine  v.  Strand  Union,  i  Morville  v.  American  Tract 
8  Q.  B.  326;  Curtis  v.  Leavitt,  15  Soc,  123  Mass.  129,  25  Am.  Rep. 
N.  Y.  9;  Moss  v.  Rossie  Min.  Co.,  40;  Day  v.  Spiral,  etc.  Co.,  57 
5  Hill,  137;  Peterson  v.  Mayor,  17  Mich.  146,  58  Am.  Rep.  352;  Slater, 
N.  Y.  449;  Hooker  v.  Eagle  Bank,  etc.  Co.  v.  Lamb,  143  Mass.  420. 
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ultra  vires,  and  therefore  not  binding  on  a  company,  yet,  after  a 
corporation  has  enjoyed  the  benefit  of  an  act  or  contract  per- 
formed in  its  behalf,  it  will  be  estopped,  when  charged  with  re- 
sponsibility on  account  of  the  act  or  contract,  from  setting  up,  as 
a  defense,  that  the  transaction  was  ultra  vires.  "This  state- 
ment of  the  law  is  certainly  inaccurate.  It  has  never  been  denied 
that  the  principles  of  the  law  of  agency  apply  to  corporations 
and  to  individuals  alike,  and  it  is  certain  that,  according  to  the 
elementary  principles  of  the  law  of  agency,  a  person  does  not 
become  responsible  for  acts  performed  in  his  name  merely  because 
the  acts  have  accrued  to  his  benefit.  A  person  may  become  re- 
sponsible for  an  vinauthorized  act  performed  in  his  behalf,  by 
ratifying  the  act;  but  ratification  would  imply  an  intention  to 
adopt  the  unauthorized  act.  .Ratification,  by  a  corporation,  of 
an  act  in  excess  of  its  charter,  means  ratification  by  the  entire 
body  of  shareholders ;  no  agent  of  a  corporation  has  authority  to 
ratify  an  act  which  he  had  not  original  authority  to  do."  ^ 

§  898.  As  defense  against  a  corporation  which  has  given 
benefits. — A  corporation  can  not  avail  itself  of  the  defense  of 
ultra  vires  when  the  contract  itself  has  been,  in  ,good  fEiith,  fully 
performed  by  the  other  party,  and  the  corporation  has  had  the 
full  benefit  of  the  contract.  If  an  action  can  not  be  brought  di- 
rectly upon  the  agreement,  either  equity  will  grant  relief,  or  an 
aption  in  some  other  form  will  prevail.  The  same  rule  holds 
conversely.  If  the  other  party  has  had  the  benefit  of  a  contract, 
fully  performed  by  the  corporation,  he  will  not  be  heard  to  ob- 
ject, that  the  contract  and  performance  were  not  within  the 
legitimate  powers  of  the  corporation.'  In  fact,  the  principle  of 
the  last  section  has  been  repeatedly  held  to  be  as  applicable  to 
the  other  contracting  party,  as  to  the  corporation.*     A  purchaser, 

2  Morawetz  on  Corp.,  p.  551,  right  to  enter  into  tlie  contract 
§  581.  of  sale  in  this  case  and  bind  the 

3  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow  company  to  perform  the  obliga- 
(1875),  63  N.  Y.  70;  Ex  parte  tions  assumed,  viewed  as  a  mere 
Chippendale,  4  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  19;  question  of  corporate  power,  yet 
In  re  National,  etc.  Soc,  L.  R.  5  having  undertaken  to  do  so,  and 
Ch.  App.  309;  In  re  Cork,  etc.  R.  having  received  the  full  consider- 
Co.,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  App.  748;  Fish-  ation  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the 
mongers'  Co.  v.  Robertson,  5  McG.  plaintiff,  and  he  having  fulfilled 
131.  his    entire   contract,   they    cannot 

4  De  Graff  v.  American,  etc.  Co.  now  be  permitted  to  set  up  that 
(1860),  21  N.  Y.  124,  where  the  excess  of  authority  to  excuse  them 
court  says:  "But  again,  if  it  be  from  that  part  of  the  contract 
conceded  that  defendants  had  no  which  imposes  an  obligation  upon 
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who  acquired  by  contract,  and  under  an  agreement  ta  pay  for 
it,  the  property  of  a  corporation,  can  not  defeat  the  claim  for 
the  purchase-price,  by  impeaching  the  right  of  the  corporation 
to  become  the  owner  of  the  property.  One  who  has  received  from 
a  corporation  the  full  consideration  of  his  engagement  to  pay 
money,  either  in  services  or  property,  can  not  avail  himself  of 
the  objection  that  the  contract,"  thus  fully  performed  by  the  cor- 
poration, was  ultra  vires,  or  not  within  the  chartered  privileges 
and  powers.  It  would  be  contrary  to  the  first  principles  of  equity 
to  allow  such  a  defense  to  prevail,  in  an  action  by  the  corpora- 
tion.^ The  only  justification  for  such  a  plea  by  an  individual, 
sued  upon  a  contract  with  a  corporation,  is,  that  the  obligation 
is  not  mutual,  as  the  other  party,  the  corporation,  would  not  be 
bound  by  it.  But  upon  the  general  ground  of  reason  and  justice, 
no  such  answer  can  be  set  up.  The  defendants,  having  had  the 
benefit  of  the  performance  by  the  corporation,  of  the  several  stipu- 
lations into  which  they  have  entered,  have  received  the  considera- 
tion for  their  own  promise;  such  promise  by  them  is,  therefore, 
not  nudum  pactum;  they  never  can  want  to  sue  the  corporation 
upon  the  contract,  in  order  to  enforce  the  performance  of  their 
stipulations,  which  already  have,  been  voluntarily  performed,  and 

them.  It  Is  very  clear  that  if  the  472,  60  Am.  Rep.  464;  Whitney 
plaintiff  in  this  suit  had  been  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow,  63  N.  Y.  62, 
prosecuted  upon  one  of  the  notes  70,  20  Am.  Rep.  504;  Steam  Navi- 
given  by  him  upon  the  purchase,  gation  Co.  v.  Weed,  71  Barb.  378; 
he  could  not,  having  accepted  and  Leavitt  v.  Pell,  27  Barb.  322; 
retaining  the  goods,  have  set  up  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Shofleld,  16 
as  a  defense  want  of  power  in  the  Abb.  N.  C.  372;  Oil  Creek,  etc.  R. 
defendants  to  enter  into  the  con-  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Transp.  Co., 
tract.  The  same  rule  of  right  and  83  Pa.  St.  160,  where  in  a  suit  be- 
the  same  measure  of  justice  will  tween  two  corporations  It  was 
be  exacted  in  this  suit.  This  prin-  said  "We  do  not  think  the  defeno'- 
ciple  has  been  repeatedly  held  as  ants  are  in  a  position  to  defend 
applicable  to  an  individual  at-  upon  the  ground  of  the  illegality 
tempting  to  screen  himself  from  of  the  contract.  There  were  ^mut- 
liability  when  contracting  with  a  ual  covenants  and  mutual  ad- 
corporation,  when  seeking  to  es-  vantages.  The  defendants  had  en- 
cape  responsibility  on  the  plea  of  joyed  the  advantages  such  as  they 
ultra  vires  for  acts  deliberately  were."  Chicago,,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
done  with  all  usual  and  needful  Derkes,  103  Ind.  520;  Ehrman  v. 
formalities;  and  where  they  have  Union  Central,  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  35 
received    the    entire    benefit    they  Ohio  St.  324. 

contracted    for,    such    a    defense  s  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.   Barlow 

should  no  longer  be  tolerated  In  (1875)     63    N.    Y.    69;     Diamond 

our    courts."      National    Bank    v.  Match  v.  Roeber  (1887),  106  N.  Y. 

Whitney,  103  U.  S.  99;   Diamond  473. 
Match   Co.   v.   Roeber,   106   N.   Y. 

Vol.  II  —  85 
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therefore,  no  sound  reason  can  be  suggested  why  they  should 
justify  their  refusal  to  perform  the  stipulations  made  by  them, 
on  the  ground  of  inability  of  the  corporation,  which  suit  they 
can  never  want  to  sustain. °  Another  reason  for  the  rule  is, 
that  one  is  presumed  to  know  the  limitations  of  the  authority  of 
the  corporation  with  which  he  was  dealing,  and  is  estopped  to 
plead  its  want  of  authority.'^  This  reason  applies  with  peculiar 
force  to  officers  of  a  corporation,  sued  by  it,  for  the  conversion 
to  their  own  use,  of  stock  which  they  had  purchased  for  the  com- 
pany, and  therefore  they  can  not  plead,  by  way  of  defense,  that 
the  purchase  was  ultra  vires.^  When  a  railroad  company,  under 
an  ultra  vires  lease,  uses  the  road  and  rolling-stock  of  another 
company,  the  former  can  not  defeat  an  equity  suit,  for  an  account- 
ing, and  a  return  of  the  property.' 

Restoration  as  condition  of  rescission. — In  equity,  either  party 
to  an  ultra  vires  contract  of  a  corporation,  upon  repudiating  it, 
must  restore  what  was  received  under  the  contract,  as  condition 
precedent  to  its  recission.  "Many  cases  hold,  that  a  corporation, 
which  has  made  a  contract  ultra  vires,  which  has  not  been  fully, 
performed,  is  not  estopped  from  pleading  its  own  want  of  power, 
when  sued  upon  such  contracts ;  but  that  doctrine  does  not  apply 
to  a  case  where,  a  party  comes  into  a  court  of  equity,  and,  while 
retaining  all  that  he  has  received  upon  such  a  contract,  asked 
to  be  permitted  to  retake  what  he  has  parted  with  under  it.  I 
take  it,  there  is  nothing  in  the  law,  as  there  is  certainly  nothing  in 
the  principles  of  equity,  to  estop  the  court  from  saying,  that  the 
obligation  to  return  the  property,  transferred  under  these  con- 
tracts, is  mutual,  and  shall  not  be  enforced  against  one  of  the 
parties,  without  being,  at  the  same  time,  enforced  against  the 
other."^"  The  exact  contrary  of  the  general  principle,  is  held 
in  Alabama,  that,  when  a  person  has  made  a  contract  with  a  cor- 

« Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow  Cauldwell,    83   N.    Y.    480;    Davis 

(1875),  63  N.  Y.  70;  Fishmongers'  v.   Old   Colony  R.   Co.,   131   Mass. 

Co.  V.  Robertson,  5  McG.  131;  Rut-  258,   41   Am.   Rep.    221;    Downing 

land,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Proctor,  29  Vt.  v.  Mt.  Washington  Road   Co.,   40 

93;    Farmers,'    etc.    Bank    v.    De-  N.  H.  230. 

troit,    etc.    R.    Co.,    17   Wis.    372;  s  st.    Louis    Stoneware    Co.    v. 

Silver    Lake    Bank    v.    North,    4  Partridge,  8  Mo.  App.  217. 

Johns.  Ch.  370;  Parish  v.  Wheeler,  o  Manchester,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Con- 

22  N.  Y.  494;  Palmer  v.  Lawrence,  cord  R.  Co.,  66  N.  H.  100,  92  L.  R. 

3    Sandf.   161;    Steam  Navigation  A.  689,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  982. 

Co.  V.  Weed,  17  Barb.  378.  i"  American,   etc.  Co.   v.   Union, 

7  Pearce  v.  Madison,  etc.  R.  Co.,  etc.  Co.,  1  McCary,  188,  1  Fed.  745. 
21    How.   441,    443;    Alexander   v. 
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poration  which  is  ultra  vires,  and  has  received  the  benefit  of  it, 
neither  he,  nor  those  claiming  under  him,  are  estopped  from  set- 
ting up  the  invalidity  of  the  contract,  in  defense  of  a  suit  to  en- 
force it.^^    ' 

§  899.  Knowledge  when  not  presumed  in  third  persons. — 
When  as  act,  in  its  external  aspect,  is  within  the  general  powers 
of  a  company,  and  is  only  unauthorized,  because  it  is  done  with 
a  secret  unauthorized  intent,  the  defense  of  iiltra  vires  will  not 
prevail  against  a  stranger,  who  dealt  with  the  company  without 
notice  of  its  intent.^^  When  the  lack  of  power  is  patent,  by  com- 
parison of  the  contract  and  the  charter,  the  party  dealing  with  the 
corporation,  is  charged  with  knowledge  of  the  extent  of  the  corpo- 
rate power,  and  the  ultra  vires  character  of  the  contract,  and  can 


11  Chambers  v.  Falkner  (1880), 
65  Ala.  448.  In  this  case  the  court 
gives  the  reason  of  the  excep- 
tional rule  in  Alabama  which  is 
consistently  followed,  '  saying; 
"There  are  authorities  which  sup- 
port the, proposition,  so  vigorously 
pressed  by  appellant's  counsel, 
that  as  the  mortgagor  has  reaped 
all  the  benefits  of  the  transac- 
tion— has  obtained  and  used  the 
money  of  the  corporation — all  who 
claim  under  him  should  be  es- 
topped from  denying  the  corpo- 
rate power  to  make  the  contract. 
The  proposition  is  not  new  in  this 
court.  It  was  pressed  upon  the 
consideration  of  the  court  in  the 
leading  case  of  City  Council  v. 
Montgomery,  etc.  Co.,  31  Ala.  76- 
88.  In  answer  Stone,  J.,  speaking 
for  the  court,  said:  'If  this  doc- 
trine be  established,  these  corpo- 
rations, no  matter  how  limited 
their  powers,  may  make  them- 
selves omnipotent.  They  have  only 
to  induce  persons  to  contract  with 
them  beyond  the  scope  of  their 
powers,  and  their  very  usurpa- 
tions have  the  effect  of  conferring 
powers  on  them  which  the  legis- 
lature has  withheld.  A  proposi- 
tion so  erroneous  can  scarcely 
need  argument  to  overturn  it.' 
More  recently  the  proposition  was 
again  pressed,  and  the  answer  of 


Judge  Stone  was  again:  'A  party 
dealing  with  a  corporation,  in  a 
matter  not  within  the  purview  of 
its  delegated  power,  does  not  estop 
himself  from  setting  up,  in  de- 
fense, the  want  of  authority  in  the 
corporation  to  make  the  contract. 
.  .  In  such  case  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  cannot  be  held  to  ap- 
ply, without  clothing  corporations 
with  the  ability  to  increase  their 
powers  indefinitely  by  sheer  usur- 
pation. Such  contracts  on  the 
part  of  a  corporation  are  ultra 
vires  and  void,  and  no  right  of 
action  can  spring  out  of  them.' 
Marion  Sav.  Vank  v.  Dunkin,  54 
Ala.  471.  These  were  not  hasty, 
ill-considered  opinions.  They 
were  the  result  of  careful  re- 
search and  deliberation,  and  all 
but  the  latter  case  have  stood  un- 
questioned by  the  profession  for 
many  years."  Vide  supra,  §  893. 
12  Miners'  Ditch  Co.  v.  Zeller- 
bach,  37  Cal.  543;  Tracy  v.  Tal- 
mage  (1856),  14  N.  Y.  162,  67  Am. 
Dec.  132;  Moss  v.  Rossie,  etc.  Co. 
(1843),  5  Hill,  137;  Oxford  Iron 
Co.  V.  Spradley  (1874),  51  Ala. 
171;  Natoma  Water,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Clarkin  (1860),  14  Cal.  544,  552; 
Thompson  v.  Lambert,  44  Iowa, 
239;  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Hawkes,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  331. 
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not  hold  the  corporation  liable  upon  it;  and  for  his  ignorance  of 
the  law,  and  of  the  facts  which  he  was  presumed  to  know.^^ 

Ignorance  as  to  form  or  mode  of  contracting. — Where  the  man- 
ner or  form  of  making  the  authorized  contract  by  a  corporation, 
fails  to  comply  with  the  charter  requirement,  in  such  way  that 
the  other  party  might  not  know  whether  or  not  corporate  officers 
had  complied  with  the  form,-^non-compliance  with  it  can  not  be 
pleaded  by  the  corporation,  in  avoidance  of  the  contract.^* 
"When  the  transaction  is  not  the  exercise  of  a  power  not  conferred 
on  a  corporation,  but  the  abuse  of  a  general  power  in  a  particular 
instance,  the  abuse  not  being  known  to  the  other  contracting  party, 
the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  does  not  apply."^'  That  a  mining  plant 
bought  by  a  mining  company,  and  adapted  to  its  business,  con- 
tained some  properties  that  the  company  buying  might  not  be 
authorized  to  purchase,  does  not  avoid  the  notes  given  for  the 
plant.^"  So,  if  a  company  properly  using  land,  purchase  other 
lands,  it  can  not  evade  payment,  by  pleading  that  the  purchase  was 
unnecessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation.^^  A  lender  to 
a  company,  having  power  to  borrow  money,  need  not  see  to  it 
that  it  is  applied  to  its  legitimate  business  ;^^  nor,  if  the  corporation 
borrows  money  which  it  has  apparent  power  to  borrow,  and  uses 
it  for  an  unauthorized  purpose,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
lender.^"  The  rule,  as  to  participation  with  a  corporation,  in  do- 
ing an  ultra  vires  act,,  is  based  upon  no  different  principle  than 
that  of  participation  in  any  illegal  contract.^"  And  the  fact  of 
knowledge  of  the  company's  purpose,  without  any  fraudulent  in- 
tent on  the  part  of  the  person  dealing  with  it,  will  not  defeat  the 
latter's  action.^^  The  note  of  a  manufacturing  corporation,  in 
the  hands  of  a  holder,  in  good  faith,  for  value,  who  took  it  before 
maturity,  and  without  knowledge  that  the  maker  had  not  received 
full  consideration,— could  be  enforced  against  the  corporation,  al- , 

13  Davis   V.   Old  Colony  R.   Co.,  "  Natoma,  etc.  Co.  v.  Clarksoa 

131  Mass   258,  41  Am.  Rep.  221.  (1860),  14  Cal.  544,  552. 

iiMedbury    v.    New    York,    etc.  is  Thompson  v.  Lambert  (1876), 

Co.  26  Barb.   (N.  Y.)   564;   Louis-  44  Iowa,  239;  Bradley  v.  Bullard, 

ville,  etc.  Co.  v.  Louisville  Trust  55  111.  413. 

Co.,  174  v.  S.  552.  is  Lucas  v.  White,  etc.   Co.,    70 

15  Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe  Iowa,  541,  59  Am.  Rep.  449. 

Works,  101  Mass.  57,  3  Am.  Rep.  20 Tracy  v.  Talmadge  (1856),  14 

322.                                                      '  N.  Y.  162. 

18  Moss  v.  Rossie,  etc.  Co.,  5  Hill,  21  Thompson  v.  Lambert  (1876), 

137   (1843).  44  Iowa,  239;   Parish  v.  Wheeler, 

22  N.  Y.  494. 
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though  it  was  made  as  accommodation  note.  This,  on  the  ground 
that  the  corporation  had  power  to  make  promissory  notes,  and 
the  making  of  an  accommodation  note,  was  only  an  abuse  of  that 
power,  which  abuse  was,  of  course,  unknown  to  the  holder  or 
purchaser  for  value."^  Of  this  distinction,  Clark  &  Marshall,  in 
their  work  upon  Private  Corporations,  observe:  "whether  such 
a"  distinction  as  this  is  sound,  admits  of  very  reasonable  doubt. 
If  a  corporation  is  authorized  to  make  a  particular  contract,  and 
exceeds  its  power  in  this  respect,  it  certainly  acts  without  any 
power  over  the  subject,  in  so  far  as  the  excess  is  concerned.  If 
it  is  authorized  to  make  loans  on  personal  security  only,  and  it 
makes  a  loan  on  a  real  estate  mortgage,  it  certainly  acts  without 
power  in  taking  the  mortgage.  The  same  is  true,  where  a  corpo- 
ration is  authorized  to  borrow  money,  or  to  buy  goods,  for  the 
purposes  of  its  legitimate  business,  and  it  borrows  money,  or 
buys  goods  to  be  used  in  a  business  which  it  has  no  power  to 
carry  on.  It  may  well  be,  in  such  cases,  that  the  party — the  cor- 
poration or  the  other  party,  as  the  case  may  be — should  not  be 
permitted  to  escape  liability  on  the  contract,  after  receiving  the 
benefit  of  it,  as  is  held  by  many  courts ;  but  it  is  more  reasonable 
to  allow  an  action  in  such  cases,  if  at  all,  on  the  ground  that 
■equitable  principles  require  that  the  party,  who  has  received  and 
retains  the  benefits  of  the  contract,  should  be  held  estopped  to  say 
that  the  contract  was  ultra  vires,  than  to  attempt  to  make  a  distinc- 
tion, shadowy  to  say  the  least,  between  want  of  power  on  the  part 
of  the  corporation,  and  mere  excess  of  .power, — an  attempt  which, 
€ven,  if  the  distinction  is  not  altogether  illogical,  must  result,  and 
has  resulted,  in  confusion  and  conflicting  decisions.  It  seems  ab- 
surd to  say  that  a  corporation,  which  takes  a  mortgage  to  secure 
a  loan,  when  its  charter  expressly  declares  that  it  shall  have  the 
power  to  loan  money  on  personal  security  only,  acts,  not  without 
power,  but  merely  in  excess  of  power,  in  taking  the  mortgage. 
Making  the  loan  is  within  the  power  of  the  corporation,  but  taking 
the  mortgage  is  as  entirely  beyond  its  power,  as  if  it  were  not 
authorized  to  make  the  loan  at  all."^^ 

§  900.     Contracts  ultra  vires  only  in  part. — Where  a  corpo- 
ration, within  its  powers,  issues  bonds  and  secures  them  by  a 

22  Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe         23  Clark  &  Marshall  Pr.  Corps., 
Works  (1869),  101  Mass.  57,  3  Am.      §  214,  p.  581. 
Rep.    322;    Reese   on   Ultra  Tires, 
S  32. 


1350  ULTKA   VIEES    ACTS   AND   CONTBAOTS.  [§  900. 

mortgage  which  is  ultra  vires,  the  validity  of  the  bonds  is  not  af- 
fected^*— and  if  the  mortgage  be  within  its  powers,  but  includes 
property  beyond  its  power  to  encumber,  the  mortgage  is  valid  as 
to  included  property,  which  the  corporation  had  power  to  so  en- 
cumber.'''  The  federal  courts  rigorously  uphold  the  rule,  so  long 
therein  established  and  applied;  but  the  tendency,  in  some  States, 
is  to  limit  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires,  especially 
in  regard  to  partially  executed  contracts.  Thus,  the  New  York 
cjourt  of  appeals  is  in  conflict  with  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  It  has  established  the  rule  in  that  State,  that  an 
ultra  vires  contract  is  there  enforceable,  where  there  has  been 
part-performance,  and  the  stockholders  have  not  objected,  and  the 
'creditors  have  not  been  injured.^^  The  court  says :  "that  kind  of 
plunder,  which  holds  on  to  the  property,  but  pleads  the  doctrine 
of  ultra  vires  against  the  obligation  to  pay  for  it,  has  no  recogni- 
tion or  support,  in  the  law  of  this  State."^^  Similarly,  it  is  held 
in  Wisconsin,^*  also  in  Massachusetts,^"  that  persons  who  acquiesce 
in  such  ultra  vires  acts,  are  estopped  to  deny  their  validity.  "Cor- 
porations, like  natural  persons,  have  power  and  capacity  to  do 
wrong,  and  when  they  break  over  the  restraints,  imposed  by  the 
charter,  they  can  not  escape  liability,  on  the  ground  that  their 
contract  was  unauthorized  by  the  charter,  and  thus  be  permitted  to 
take  advantage  of  their  own  wrong."''"  There  is  no  implied  pro^ 
hibition  of,  nor  is  public  policy  violated  by,  corporate  acts,  simply 
iiltra  vires,  and  therefore  they  are  not  void,  but  merely  voidable.^^ 

24  Philadelphia,  etc.  Co.  v.  si  This  is  the  conclusion  of  a 
Louis,  33  Pa.  St.  33,  75  Am.  Dec.  writer,  Mr.  J.  C.  Harper,  in  12 
574.  Cent.  L.  J.  387,  who  cites  in  sup- 

25  Hendee  v.  Plnkerton,  96  port  of  the  doctrine  many  cases 
Mass.  381.  announcing     exceptions     to     the 

26  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow,  strict  rule  of  ultra  vires.  He  fur- 
63  N.  Y.  62,  20  Am.  Rep.  504;  Mar-  ther  says  the  case  of  Franklin  Co. 
tin  V.  Niagara,  etc.  Co.,  122  N.  Y.  v.  Lewiston  Sav.  Bank,  68  Me.  43, 
165;  Bath,  etc.  Co.  v.  Claffey,  151  decided  in  1877,  adheres  to  the  old 
N.  Y.  24,  36  L.  R.  A.  664.  rule,  and  is  the  only  recent  case 

2"  Seymour   v.    Spring    etc.   Co.,  that  he  has  been  able  to  iind  that 

144  N.  Y.  333  26  L.  R.  A.  859.  does,  and  that  upon  the  facts  was 

28  Farwell  Co.  v.  Wolfe,  96  Wis.  an  extreme  case.  There  the  trus- 
10,  37  L.  R.  A.  138,  65  Am.  St.  tees  of  a  savings  society,  although 
Rep.  32.  at  the  time  having  no  funds  for 

29  Brown  v.  Winnisimmet  Co.,  93  investment,  subscribed  for  fifty 
Mass.  326;  Nims  v.  Mount,  etc.,  thousand  dollars  of  stock  in  a 
160  Mass.  177,  22  L.  R.  A.  364,  39  manufacturing  company.  The 
Am.  St.  Rep.  467.  trustees    not    being    able   to    pay, 

30  Bissell  V.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  their  treasurer,  who  held  the  same 
Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258.  position     in     the     manufacturing 


§§  901,  902.]       tILTEA    VIEES    ACTS   AND    CONTEACTS.  1351 

§  go  I.  Excess  of  conferred  power  distinguished  from  want 
of  power. — Distinction  has  been  made  in  some  courts  (applying 
the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires),  between  acts  and  contracts  simply  in 
excess  of  power,  from  those  entirely  beyond  the  corporate  powers ; 
as,  in  the  taking  by  a  bank,  in  payment  of  a  debt,  a  note  at  twelve 
per  cent.,  instead  of  ten  per  cent,'^  its  limit  of  power  to  charge; 
and  in  the  making  of  a  loan  by  a  corporation,  for  two  years,- in- 
stead of  one;  and  on  a  note  and' mortgage,  instead  of  bond  and 
mortgage  f^ — and  a  loan  by  a  corporation  upon  a  note  secured-  by 
mortgage  on  land,  where  the  corporation  had  a.uthority  to  loan 
money  only  upon  personal  security.'*  On  the  contrary,  in  a 
late  case  in  Illinois,  it  was  held,  that  a  building  and  loan  associa- 
tion, authorized  to  deal  with  its  members  by  purchase  and  sale  to 
them  of  real  estate,  upon  money  loans  to  them  secured  thereupon, 
had  no  power  to  loan  its  funds  upon  real  estate,  upon  which  it 
had  no  lien,  and  in  which  it  had  no  interest.^^  An  agreement  of 
a  corporation,  which  is  formed  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
brakebeams,  and  other  railroad  appliances,  to  loan  its  money  to 
the  private  enterprise  of  its  president,  and  others  as  partners,  is 
ultra  vires  and  void.'°  A  corporation,  for  manufacture  of  malt 
and  sale  of  grain,  can  not  acquire  and  hold  bank  stock,  as  an  in- 
vestment for  profit.^' 

§  902.  Ultra  vires  doctrines  applied  to  torts. — The  general 
doctrine  is  now  held,  that  a  corporation  is  liable  for  the  negligence 
and  other  torts  of  its  agents  and  servants,  even  when  relating  to,' 
and  connected  with,  acts  of  the  corporation  that  are  ultra  vires.^^ 
Corporations,  like  natural  persons,  have  power  and  capacity  to 

company  also,  paid  tlie  money  to  34  Littlewort  v.  Davis,   50  Miss. 

himself  as  treasurer  of  the  latter,  403. 

and  took  therefor  the  notes  of  the  s5  National,  etc,  Assn.  v.  Home 

savings    society,    secured    by    the  Sav.  Bank,  181  111.  35,  72  Am.  St. 

stock,   which  was   issued   directly  Rep.  245. 

to  the  manufacturing  company  as  as  Leyh  v.  American,  etc.  Co.,  68 

collateral.    The  savings  society  re-  N.  E.  713  (111.  1903). 

ceived   no   benefit   whatever  from  37  Hunt  v.  Hauser,  etc.   Co.,   96 

the    stock.      Suit    being    brought  N.  W.  85  (Minn.  1903). 

upon  the  notes  the  supreme  court  ss  Merchants'     Bank     v.     State 

held  the  contract  ultra  vires  and  Bank    (1870)    10   Wall.    604;    Na- 

therefore  illegal  and  void.  tional    Bank    v.  Graham     (1879), 

32  Rock  River  Bank  v.  Sher-  100  TJ.  S.  609;  Bissell  v.  Mlchi- 
wood,  10  Wis.  230,  78  Am.  Dec.  gan,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1860),  22  N.  Y. 
669.  258;  Buffet  v.  Troy,  etc.  R.  Co.,  40 

33  Germantown,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  168  (1869);  Booth  v.  Farm- 
Dhein,  43  Wis.  420,  28  Am.  Rep.  ers'  Bank  (1872),  50  N.  Y.  396; 
249.  Green's  Brice's  Ultra  Tires,  263,  n. 
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do  wrong.  In  their  contracts  and  dealings,  they  may  break 
over  the  restraints  imposed  upon  them  by  their  charters;  and 
when  they  do  so,  their  exemption  from  HabiUty  can  not  be  claimed, 
on  the  mere  ground  that  they  have  no  attributes  or  faculties  which 
render  it  possible  for  them  thus  to  act.'°  Corporations  are  liable 
for  every  wrong  of  which  they  are  guilty,  and  in  such  cases,  the 
doctrine  of  ultra  vires  has  no  application.*"  "It  would,  indeed,  be  an 
anomalous  result  in  legal  science,  if  a  corporation  should  be  per- 
mitted to  set  up  that  inasmuch  as  a  branch  of  the  business, 
prosecuted  by  it,  was  wrongful,  therefore  all  the  special  wrongs 
done  to  individuals,  in  the  course  of  it,  were  remediless.  But  in 
such  situations,  corporate  bodies,  like  individuals,  can  not  take  ad- 
vantage of  their  oWn  wrong  by  way  of  defense.  If  corporations 
are  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  injuries  to  persons,  done  in  the 
transaction  of  a  series  of  wror^ul  acts,  such  an  immunity  would 
have  a  wide  scope.  All  wrongs  done  by  such  bodies,  are,  in  a 
sense,  ultra  vires,  and  if  the  want  of  a  franchise  to  do  the  tortious 
act,  be  a  defense,  then  corporations  have  a  dispensation  from  lia- 
bility for  these  acts,  peculiar  to  themselves."*'^  A  common  car- 
rier, if  it  engages  in  ultra  vires  business, — as,  if  a  railroad  runs  a 
steamboat  line,  in  connection  with  its  road, — is  liable  for  injuries 
caused  by  negligence  of  its  servants,  in  the  conduct  of  such  busi- 
ness.*^ But,  if  the  servant  of  a  corporation,  engaged  in  business 
within  its  powers  to  do,  should,  without  authority  from  his  em- 
ployer, engage  in  any  tiltra  vires  transaction,  and  in  conducting  it, 
commit  a  tort,  the  corporation  is  not  liable.  Liability  for  torts  is 
indeed  a  necessary  corollary  to  the  principle,  that  the  corporate 
powers  and  faculties  may  be  exercised  by  legal  representatives.*' 
It  follows  therefore,  that  a  corporation,  although  regarded  as  an 
artificial  entity,  incapable  of  malice,  which  is  a  necessary  incident 
of  libel,  is  yet  responsible  for  a  libel  committed  by  its  agents  in 
the  course  of  its  business,  for  they,  as  it  were,  transfer  to  the 
corporation  the  requisite  qualities  which  make  the  libel  possible.** 
This  principle  has  been  frequently  recognized,  and  applied  to 
various  other  torts,  such  as  trespass,  assault  and  battery,  per- 

39  Blssell  V.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  Co.      47  N.  J.  Law,  137,  54  Am.  Rep.  123. 
(1860),  22  N.  Y.  258.  4a  Central,  etc.  Co.  v.   Smith,  76 

40  Merchants'     Nat.      Bank     v.      Ala.  572,  52  Am.  Rep.  353. 

State  Nat.  Banli,  10  Wall.  (U.S.)  is  Railroad    Co.    v.    Quigley,    21 

604;   First  Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v.  Gra-  How.  202. 

ham,  100  U.  S.  699.  a  P.  L.  Cline  In  5  So.  L.  Rev. 

41  New  York,  etc.  Co.  v.  Haring,  419. 
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sonal  injuries,  false  representations  and  fraud.*"  Therefore,  a 
corporation,  when  sue'd  for  a  tort,  can  not  defend,  on  the  ground 
that  the  act,  from  which  the  tort  resulted,  was  ultra  vires.*^  Con- 
versely, when  damage  is  done  to  real  estate,  held  by  a  corporation, 
the  party  by  whose  negligence  is  was  caused,  can  not  escape 
responsibility  by  showing  that  the  corporation  was  not  permitted, 
by  its  charter,  to  acquire  title  to  the  property,  or  that  it  acquired 
it  for  purposes  unauthorized  by  law.*^  And  it  has  even  been 
held,  that,  where  a  corporation  seeks  an  accounting  upon  an  ex- 
ecuted partnership  transaction,  the  defendant  can  not  set  up  that 
a  partnership  transaction  was  ultra  vires,  under  the  plaintiff's 
•charter.*' 

§  903.  Remedy  in  equity,  by  injunction.  Limited  jurisdic- 
tion. Exception  in  case  of  nuisance. — The  right  of  a  stock- 
holder to  restrain  the  corporation  from  ultra  vires  acts,  is  univer- 
sally recognized.  And  this  right  may  be  exercised  also  by  a 
creditor,  either  when  the  corporation  is  about  to  do  such  an  act, 
•or  when  the  directors,  or  other  officers  or  agents,  purpose  to  as- 
sume powers  not  conferred  upon  the  corporation.*'  A  minority, 
or  any  single  stockholder,  may  maintain  a  suit  to  restrain  the 
corporation  or  its  officers,  from  diverting  its  funds  to  any  purpose 
tmauthorized,  or  from  carrying  out  an  ultra  vires  contract.  Other 
persons  than  the  stockholders,  may  also  maintain  suit  to  enjoin, 
an  ultra  vires  act,  in  violation  of  their  rights, '  and  for  which,  at 
law,  there  is  no  adequate  remedy. 

*5  McReady  V.  Guardians,  fl  Serg.  Conn.   456;    McAleer  v.  McMurry, 

■&  R.   94;    Moore  v.  Fitchburg  R.  38    Pa.    St.    126;     Green's    Brice's 

Co.,  4  Gray,  465;   Railroad  Co.  v.  Ultra  Vires,  73,  83,  215,  593;  Ker- 

Derby,    14    How.    468;    Btting    v.  nighan  v.  Williams,  L.  R.   6  Eq. 

Bank  of  United  States,  11  "Wheat.  228;    Atty.-Gen.    v.    Eastlake,    11 

■59;  National  Exch.  Co.  v.  Drew,  2  Hare,  205;   Atty.-Gen.  v.  Norwich, 

Macq.  H.  L.  Gas.  103.     Vide  infra,  25    L.    J.    Ch.    141;    Zabriskie    v. 

ch.  XXIII.  Cleveland,    etc.   R.    Co.,    23    How. 

46  Gruber  v.  Washington,  etc.  R.  381;  Memphis  v.  Dean,  8  Wall.  64; 
■Co.,  92  N.  C.  1.  Bellmont  v.  Erie,  etc.  R.  Co.,   52 

47  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Barb.  637;  Bliss  v.  Anderson,  31 
■Green  Bay  &  Minnesota  R.  Co.,  11  Ala.  613;  Black  v.  Delaware,  etc. 
Biss.  C.  Ct.  334.  R.  Co.,  7  C.  E.  Green,  130,  9  C.  E. 

4S  Standard   Oil  Co.  v.   Scofield,  Green,  455;    Zabriskie  v.  Hacken- 

16  Abb.  N.  Cas.  372.  sack,  etc.  R.  Co.,  3  C.  E.   Green, 

49  2  Redneld  on  Railways,  §  211;  130;    Balfour  v.  Earnest,   5  C.  B. 

Kean  v.  Johnson,  1  Stock.  (N.  J.)  (N.  S.)  691;  Mayor  v.  Groshon,  30 

401;    March  v.   Easton,   40  N.   H.  Ind.  436;  Coleman  v.  Eastern,  etc. 

548;  Pratt  v.  Pratt,  33  Conn.  446;  R.  Co.,   10  Beav.  1;    Solomans   v. 

Durfee  v.  Old  Colony,  etc.  R.  Co.,  Laing,  12  Beav.  339;   Fisk  v.  Chi- 

5  Allen,  230;    Allen  v.  Curtis,  26  cago,  etc.  R.  Co.,  53  Barb.  513. 
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The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  is  limited  to  the  protection 
of  civil  rights,  and  to  cases,  where  full  and  adequate  relief  can 
not  be  had  at  law.  It  can  not  enforce  a  forfeiture,  or  otherwise 
administer  punishment  to  a  corporation,  for  violation  of  law.^" 
To  restrain  the  corporation  from  engaging  in  a  prohibited  tran- 
saction, or  one,  not  authorized  by  its  charter,  the  remedy  of  the 
State  is  at  law,  by  quo  zvarranto  to  forfeit  the  charter,  or  to  oust 
the  corporation  from  its  exercise  of  the  ultra  vires  act  complained 
of.^i 

Exception,  as  to  public  nuisance. — A  court  of  equity  may  en- 
join an  tdtra  vires  act,  which  is,  or  threatens  to  be,  a  public 
nuisance,  or  to  otherwise  injure  the  public  interests,"^  as,  to  re- 
strain a  gaslight  company  from  laying  pipes  in  the  public  streets, 
on  the  ground  that  the  company's  powers  have  ceased,  by  failure 
to  begin  its  business  within  the  time  required  hf  its  charter;^' 
and,  an  action  to  restrain  the  ultra  vires  act  of  a  corporation,  in 
taking  away  the  water  of  a  public  pond,  in  a  way  to  impair  its 
rightful  public  use  for  boating  and  fishing,  and  in  a  way  to  en- 
danger the  public  health.'*  A  corporation,  laying  gas  mains  in  a 
city,  without  charter  authority,  creates  a  public  nuisance,  and 
may  be  enjoined,  at  suit  of  a  private  party,  on  ground  of  want  of 
poi.ver,  although  impliedly  licensed  by  the  city.^'  This  is  a  just 
.and  equitable  right  of  the  stockholders.  They  have  a  right,  by 
virtue  of  the  contract  entered  into,  by,  and  between  them  and  the 
corporation,  to  have  the  funds  of  the  corporation  appropriated  to 
the  objects  and  purposes  for  which  it  was  instituted,  and  to 
dividends  arising  therefrom.  The  creditors  have  also  the  right 
to  restrain  general  speculations,  and  ultra  vires  acts,  as  they  have 
become  creditors  with  the  knowledge  and  understanding,  that 
the  corporation  was  constituted  for  certain  purposes,  and  with 
certain  powers,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  credit  was 
given  with  a  full  knowledge  of  these  matters,  and  in  reliance  on 
the  ability  of  the  debtor  to  meet  the  obligation  based  upon  such 
purposes  and  powers. "^     The  right  of  a  shareholder,  to  maintain 

50  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Tudor  Ice  Co.,  etc.  Co.,  115  Mass.  431;  99  Mass. 
104  Mass.  239,  6  Am.  Rep.  227.  148,  96  Am.  Dec.  717. 

51  People  V.  North  River,  etc.  ^4  Atty.-Gen.  v^  Jamaica,  etc. 
Co.,  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33,  Corp.,  133  Mass.  361. 

18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843.  55  Seattle,   etc.   Co.   v.   Citizens,' 

52  Atty.-Gen.     v.     Jamaica,     etc.  etc.  Co.  (1903),  123  Fed.  588. 
Corp.,  133  Mass.  361.  56  G.  W.  Field  in  13  Am.  L.  Rev. 

53  People  V.  Equity  Gaslight  Co.,  659. 
141  N.  Y.  232;   Atty.-Gen.  v.  Bay, 
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a  bill  in  equity  to  impeach  ultra  vires  acts,  extends  also  to  acts  of 
a  majority  of  the  stockholders.^^  As  corporate  acts  are  done  by 
directors,  or  officers,  who  are  trustees  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  the  purpose  of  incorporation,  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  of  equity 
to  protect  stockholders  and  creditors,  by  requiring  the  officers  to 
keep  within  the  limits  of  corporate  powers."**  If,  then,  a  corpora- 
tion makes  a  contract  manifestly  beyond  its  powers,  a  court  of 
chancery,  on  the  application  of  a  stockholder,  who  has  not  par- 
ticipated or  acquiesced  in  the  act,  will  restrain  the  corporation  from 
carrying  out  the  contract.^"  But  a  court  of  law  will  sustain  no 
action  on  such  a  contract  against  the  corporation.^"  The  courts 
will,  of  course,  not  sustain  a  bill  in  equity,  against  acts  not  tdtra 
vires  but  performed  with  all  required  formality,  unless  in  case  of 
fraud  or  oppression."^  For  a  court  of  equity  will  not  unneces- 
sarily interfere  with  the  internal  policy  of  a  corporation."^  It  has 
been  said  that  "no  case  can  be  found  where  the  general  manage- 
ment of  corporate  property  has  been  subject  to  the  restrictions  of 
judicial  powers,  unless,  indeed,  in  the  case  of  a  clear  violation 
of  express  law;  or  a  wide  departure  from  chartered  powers.""^ 
The  court  can  not  undertalce  to  decide  questions  of  corporate 
polity  merely."*  Nor  can  it  attempt  to  supply  the  only  prerequi- 
site to  the  adoption  of  any  corporate  policy — to  wit,  a  majority 
vote  of  the  stockholders."''  This  rule  is  only  departed  from, 
when  there  are  such  dissensions  in  the  corporate  management, 
as  to  make  it  practically  impossible  to  carry  on  the  business."" 

5"  City  of  Chicago  v.   Cameron,  delphia,  etc.  R.  Co.,  4  Brews.  563; 

120  111.  447.  Bach  v.  Pacific,  etc.  Co.,   12  Abb. 

58  Selden,  J.,  in  Bissell  v.  Mich-  Pr.   (N.  S.)   373;  Bloxham  v.  Met- 

igan,   etc.   R.    Co.,   22    N.   Y.   258;  ropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  337; 

Coleman   v.   Eastern,   etc.   R.   Co.,  Walker  v.  Mad  River,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 

10  Beav.   1;    Cohen  v.  Wilkinson,  8  Ohio,  38. 

12  Beav.  125;   Solomans  v.  Laing,  ss  Bach   v.   Pacific,   etc.   Co.,   12 

12  Beav.  339.  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  373. 

po  Davis  V.   Old   Colony  R.   Co.,  64  Tuscaloosa  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Cox, 

131  Mass.  258,  41  Am.  Rep.  221.  68  Ala.  71;    Fountain   Perry,  etc. 

00  Elevator    Co.    v.    Memphis    &  Co.  v.  Jewell,  8  B.  Mon.  140. 
Charleston     R.     Co.      (1887),     85  ea  Tuscaloosa  Manuf .  Co.  v.  Cox, 
Tenn.  703,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  798.  68  Ala.   71;    Ramsey  v.   Erie  Ry. 

01  Gorman  v.  Guardians'  Sav.  Co.,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  156;  Ed- 
Bank,  4  Mo.  App.  180;~Macdougall  wards  v.  Shrewsbury,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
V.  Gardiner,  1  Ch.  Div.  13;  Pen-  2  De  G.  &  S,  537;  Balle.y  v.  Blrk- 
der  V.  Lushington,  1  Ch.  Div.  70;  enhead,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  12  Beav.  433. 
Bagshaw  V.  Eastern  Union  Ry.  es  Lawrence  v.  Greenwich,  etc. 
Co.,  7  Hare,  114;  Foss  v.  Har-  Co.,  1  Paige,  587;  Featherston  v. 
bottle,  2  Hare,  495.  Cooke,    L.   R.   16  Eq.   298;    Trade 

03  Beecher  v.  Wells,  etc.  Co.,  1  Auxiliary  Co.  v.  Vickens,  L.  R. 
Fed.  Rep.  276;    Camblos  v.  Phila-      16  Eq.  303. 
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Where  shareholders  are  deprived  of  their  right  of  representation, 
ultra  vires  acts  may  be  restrained,  pending  litigation  to  enforce  the 
right  of  representation."''  It  is  universally  held,  that  an  unin- 
terested person,  who  is  not  a  stockholder,  can  not  raise  the 
question  of  ultra  vires  in  an  action  against  the  company.*^  Per- 
sons, not  members  of  a  corporation,  have  no  cause  of  action 
against  it,  for  violation  of  its  constitution  by  its  officers  and  mero- 
ters."" 

§  904.  A  singk  stockholder  may  restrain. — As  any  stock- 
holder may  restrain  the  diversion  of  corporate  funds  for  any  pur- 
pose not  embraced  in  the  original  purposes  of  the  corporation,  so 
no  majority,  however  large,  can  compel  a  stockholder  to  submit 
to  any  fundamental  change  in  the  business  or  objects  of  the  com- 
pany.'" A  stockholder,  by  becoming  such,  contracts  with  the  cor- 
poration, that  he  will  submit  his  interests  to  the  direction  and 
control  of  the  proper  officers  of  the  company,  in  carrying  out  the 
objects  and  purposes  for  which  it  was  instituted;  and  the  under- 
taking on  the  part  of  the  company  is,  that  the  objects  and  pur- 
poses of  its  institution  shall  not  be  changed,  without,  at  least,  the 
unanimous  consent  of  all  the  stockholders,  and  that  no  other  re- 
sponsibilities or  hazards  shall  be  imposed  on  the  stockholder,  than 
those  that  grow  out  of  the  original  undertaking.'^  As  intimated, 
the  right  to  restrain  by  injunction,  exists  in  a  stockholder,  though  > 
every  other  stockholder  may  favor  the  ultra  vires  acts.'^  And  this 
is  so,  even  if  a  majority  of  the  shareholders,  at  a  meeting  of  the 
company,  condemn  the  course  adopted  by  the  plaintiflf.^^  For  it 
is  not  within  the  power  of  the  majority,  to  ratify  any  ultra  vires 
act,  against  the  will  of  a  single  dissenting  shareholder.'*     In  case 

67  Mackintosh  v.  Flint,  etc.  R.  3  Cli.  App.  262;  Menier  v.  Hooper 
Co.,  34  Fed.  Rep.  582.  Tel.  Works,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  App.  350; 

68  New  Orleans,  Mobile,  etc.  R.  Bird  v.  Bird,  etc.  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ch. 
Co.  V.  Ellerman  (1881),  105  U.  S.  App.  358;  Green's  Brice's  XJltra 
166.  Tires,  593. 

69  Tomlinson  v.  Bricklayers'  '3  See  Beman  v.  Bufford,  1  Sim. 
Union,  87  Ind.  308.  (N.    S.)    550,    20    L.    J.    Ch.    537; 

70  Clearwater  v.  Meredith,  1  Winch  v.  Birkenhead  Ry.  Co.,  16 
Wall.  25;  Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Jur.  1035;  Bagshaw  v.  Eastern 
Croswell,  5  Hill,  383;  McCray  v.  Union  Co.,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  410;  Haen 
Junction  R.  Co.,  9  Ind.  358;  Win-  v.  London  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  30  L.  J. 
ter  V.  Muscogee  R.  Co.,  11  Ga.  Ch.  817;  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.  v. 
438;  Middlesex,  etc.  Co.  v.  Locke,  Rushout,  5  De  G.  &  S.  290. 

8  Mass.  268.  74  Bird  v.  Bird's  Patent,  etc.  Co., 

'1  G.  W.  Field  In  13  Am.  L.  Rev.  9  Ch.  358;  Abbott  v.  American,  etc. 

659.  Co.,  4  Blatch.  489,  33  Barb.  578; 

'aHoole  v.  Great  W.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  Adriance  v.  Roome,  52  Barb.  399; 
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an  action  is  brought,  it  may  be  brought  solely  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  it  may  be  brought  as  representative  of  others  also; 
and  when  the  acts  complained  of,  are  of  those  having  control  of  a 
majority  of  the  stock,  the  company  may  be  made  a  party  defend- 
ant.'^ When  an  agreement  has  been  made  by  the  president  pf  a 
railroad,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  directors  and  stockholders,, 
to  do  something  which  is  ultra  vires,  and  the  directors  have  ap- 
proved it,  the  court  will  interfere,  by  injunction,  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  a  single  stockholder.'"'  Where  the  president  of  a  railroad", 
is  the  general  manager,  and  constitutes  about  all  there  is  of  the 
company,  a  demand  upon,  and  a  refusal  by  him,  is  sufficient  tO' 
entitle  the  stockholder  to  bring  suit  in  his  own  name,  to  have  con- 
struction bonds  of  the  company,  unlawfully  issued  by  the  presi- 
dent, declared  ultra  vires  and  void.''  And,  where  a  court  of 
eqviity  would  have  interfered,  at  the  suit  of  the  stockholder,  to- 
prevent  the  unlawful  delivery  of  the  bonds  by  the  president,  to 
pay  the  debts  of  other  corporations  which  he  controlled,  it  will 
interpose,  after  there  has  been  such  delivery,  and  cancel  the  bonds, 
in  the  hands  of'  holders  with  notice,  and  release  the  trust  deed, 
securing  them."  Thus,  where,  in  a  suit  by  the  stockholders  of  a 
railroad  company,  to  have  certain  of  its  construction  and  equip- 
ment bonds  declared  ultra  vires,  and  the  deed  of  trust  securing- 
them,  canceled,  the  court  found,  that-  the  president  and  general 
manager,  without  any  authority,  used  the  bonds,  which  came  into 
his  hands  to  pay  debts  of  other  corporations,  of  which  he  had 
control,  and  "not  in  any  way  about  the  construction,  equipment, 
or  operation"  of  the  railroad  company,  and  that  the  holders  of 
the  bonds  acquired  them  with  full  notice  of  such  misapplication ; 

Taylor  v.  Earle,  8  Hun,  1;   Smith  Eq.     464,    and    note;     Menler    v. 

V.  New  York,  etc.  Co.,  18  Abb.  Pr.  Hooper's  Tel.  Works,   9  Ch.  App. 

419;  Brady  v.  Mayor,  16  How.  Pr.  350;  Mason  v.  Harris,  11  Ch.  Div. 

432;    Barclay  v.   Quicksilver  Min-  97;    27   Week.    Rep.   699;    Browne 

ing  Co.,  9  Abb.  Pr.    (N.  S.)    284;  &  Theobald's  Railway  Law,   104; 

Kean  v.  Johnson,  9  N.  J.  Bq.  401;  Hoole  v.   Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,. 

Middlesex,  etc.   R.   Co.  v.   Boston,  3  Ch.   262;    Simpson  v.  Westmin- 

etc.   R.   Co.,   115  Mass.   347;    Rob-  ster,  etc.  Hotel  Co.,  8  H.  L.  Cas. 

bins  V.   Clay,   33  Me.  132;    Tippe-^  712. 

canoe  County  v.  Lafayette,  etc.  R.  'o  Elkins  v.  Camden  &  <  Atlantic 

Co.,  50  Ind.  85;  Ashbury  Railway  R.  Co.,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  5. 

Carriage  Co.  v.  Riehe,  L.  R.  7  H.  ^'^  City   of   Chicago   v.   Cameron 

L.   653;    Lyde   v.   Eastern   Bengal  (1887),  120  111.  Ul. 

Ry.   Co.,   36   Beav.   10;    Taylor  on  7s  City   of   Chicago   v.   Cameron. 

Corporations,  268.  (1887),  120  III.  447. 
'5  Atwood    V.    Merry  weather,    5 
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the  findings  excluded  the  hypothesis,  that  the  corporations,  whose 
debts  were  thus  paid,  might  have  agreed  to  construct  or  equip  the 
road  in  part,  and  were  sufficient  to  support  a  decree,  declaring  the 
bonds  null  and  void,  as  against  the  railroad  company.'"' 

§  905.  Dissenting  stockholders'  suit  to  enjoin. — Any  dis- 
senting stockholder,  not  estopped,  may,  in  his  own  name,  maintain 
a  suit  in  equity,  for  relief  against  an  ultra  vires  act  of  the  corporate 
officers,  or  of  the  other  shareholders,'"  which  threatens  diversion 
or  misapplication  of  the  corporate  funds  or  assets,  or  to  ruin  the 
corporation,  or  to  render  it  unable  to  carry  out  its  objects.  Hold- 
ers of  a  majority  of  the  stock  in  a  corporation,  have  a  right  to 
control  it,  and  the  minority  can  not  interfere,  unless  they  show 
some  good  reason  for  interference.  They  must  establish,  by 
their  complaint,  that  they  have  exhausted  the  means  within  their 
power  to  obtain  redress  for  their  grievance,  or  corporate  action 
in  conformity  with  their  wishes,  and  that  their  effort,  to  obtain 
redress  at  the  hands  of  the  directors  and  other  stockholders,  has 
been  earnest  and  faithful.'^  But,  "it  is  now  no  longer  doubted, 
either  in  England  or  the  United  States,  that  courts  of  equity,  in 
both,  have  a  jurisdiction  over  corporations,  at  the  instance  of  one 
or  more  of  their  members ;  to  apply  preventive  remedies  by  in- 
junction, to  restrain  those,  who  administer  them,  from  doing  acts 
which  would  amount  to  a  violation  of  the  charter  or  to  prevent  any 
misapplication  of  their  capital  or  profits,  which  might  result  in 
lessening  the  dividends  of  stockholders,  or  the  value  of  their 
shares.  Either  may  be  protected  by  the  franchises  of  a  corpo- 
ration, if  the  acts  intended  to  be  done,  create,  what  is  in  the  law 
denominated,  a  breach  of  trust.  And  the  jurisdiction  extends  to 
inquire  into,  and  to  enjoin,  as  the  case  may  require  that  to  be 
done,  any  proceedings  by  individuals,  in  whatever  character  they 
may  profess  to  act,  if  the  subject  of  complaint  is  an  imputed  viola- 
tion of  a  corporate  franchise,  or  the  denial  of  a  right,  growing 
out  of  it,  for  which  there  is  not  an  adequate  remedy  at  law."*-  It 
is  no  sufficient  answer  to  the  suit  of  a  dissenting  stockholder,  in 
case  of  an  ultra  vires  act,  to  say  that  no  wrong  or  fraud  was  in- 
tended, or  that  it  would  benefit  the  corporation,  and  be  no  injury 

78  City   of  Chicago  v.   Cameron  si  Alexander  v.    Searcy    (1889), 

(1887),  120  111.  447.  81  Ga.  536. 

80  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Patter-  82  Mr.  Justi'ce  Wayne  in  Dodge 

son's  Adm'r,  7  Cranch  (U.  S.),  v.  Wolsey,  18  Howe  (U.  S.).  331. 
299. 
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to  the  stockholders.  The  fact  is  enough,  that  it  is  ultra  vires.^^ 
Any  stockholder  may  sue,  to  enjoin  any  ulti-a  vires  act  that  may 
render  the  corporate  charter  subject  to  forfeiture,  or  that  other- 
wise tends  to  destroy  the  corporation.^*  It  is  not  enough,  that 
there  may  be  a  doubt,  as  to  the  authority  of  the  directors,  or  as 
to  the  wisdom  of  their  proceedings.  Grievances,  real  and  sub- 
stantial, must  exist,  and,  before  an  individual  stockholder  can  be 
heard,  he  must  show,  as  said  above,  that  he  has  exhausted  all 
means  within  his  reach,  to  obtain  within  the  corporation  itself, 
the  redress  of  his  grievances,  or  action  in  conformity  to  his 
wishes  ;^'^  or,  that  any  such  effort  would  be  futile,  because  the 
defendants  are  themselves  guilty  of  the  acts  complained  of,  or 
refused  to  act,  or  that  the  time  is  too  short  to  call  a  meeting  of 
the  shareholders,  or  that  they  approve  of  the  wrong.  The  bill 
of  complaint  will  be  demurrable,  unless  it  mal<es  some  such  show- 
ing,''^ Before  any  dissenting  stockholder  can  maintain  a  bill 
against  the  majority,  there  must  be  shown:  (i)  Some  action,  or 
threatened  action  of  the  directors  or  trustees,  which  is  beyond  the 
authority  conferred  by  the  charter  or  the  law  under  which  the 
company  was  organized;  or  (2)  Such  a  fraudulent  transaction 
completed,  or  threatened  by  them,  either  among  themselves,  or 
witli  some  other  party,  or  with  shareholders,  as  will  result  in 
serious  injury  to  the  company,  or  the  other  shareholders ;  or  (3) 
That  the  directors,  or  a  majority  of  them,  are  acting  for  their  own 
interests,  in  a  manner  destructive  of  the  company  or  of  the  rights 
of  the  other  shareholders ;  or  (4)  That  the  majority  of  the  stock- 
holders are  oppressively  and  illegally  pursuing,  in  the  name  of 
the  company,  a  course  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  other 
shareholders,  which  can  only  be  restrained  by  a  court  of  equity ; 
and,  (5)  It  must  also  be  made  to  appear  that  the  complainant 
made  an  earnest  effort  to  obtain  redress,  at  the  hands  of  the 
directors  and  shareholders  of  the  corporation.^^  He  must  make 
an  earnest,  not  a  simulated,  effort,  with  the  managing  body  of  the 
corporation,  to  induce  remedial  action  on  their  part,  and  this  must 
be  made  apparent  to  the  court.     If  time  permits,  or  has  permitted, 

83  March  v.  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  43  sg  Detroit  v.  Dean,  106  U.  S. 
N.  H.  515;  Byrne  v.  Schuyler,  etc.  537;  Flynn  v.  Brooklyn  City  Ark. 
Co.,  65  Conn.  336,  28  L.  R.  A.  304.  Co.,   9   App.    Dlv.    269,    158   N.    Y. 

84  Manderson  v.  Commercial  493 ;  Hawes  v.  Oakland,  104  U.  S. 
Bank,   28   Pg,.   St.   379;    Rogers  v.  450. 

Lafayette  etc.  Works,  52  Ind.  304.  st  Hawes  v.  Oakland,  104  U.  S. 

85  Field,  J.,  in  Dimpfell  v.  Ohio,      450,  per  Miller,  J. 
etc.  R.  Co.,  110  U.  S.  209. 
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he  must  show,  if  he  fails  with  the  directors,  that  he  has  made 
an  honest  effort  to  obtain  action  by  the  stockholders  as  a  body, 
in  the  matter  of  which  he  complains.  And  if  this  is  not  done,  he 
must  show  a  case,  where  it  could  not  be  done,  or  it  was  not 
reasonable  to  require  it  The  efforts  to  induce  such  action,  as 
complainant  desires  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  and  of  the  share- 
holders, when  that  is  necessary,  and  the  cause  of  failure  in  these 
efforts,  should  be  stated  with  particularity;'*  but,  as  a  rule,  no 
such  request  or  demand  is  necessary,  to  show,  where  the  bill 
shows  that  the  wrong  complained  of,  is  done  or  threatened  by 
the  directors,  or  by  the  majority  of  the  members,  or  of  the  holders 
of  a  majority  of  the  stock.*"  Refusal  to  sue  by  the  officers,  if 
there  be  any  with  authority  to  sue,  will  authorize  suit  by  any 
stockholder.""  A  person  who  did  not  own  stock  at  the  time  of 
fraudulent  transactions  complained  of,  or  whose  shares  have  not 
devolved  upon  Kim  since  by  operation  of  law,  can  not  maintain 
a  suit  to  have  such  transactions  declared  illegal."^ 

§  go6.  Acquiescence ;  laches  by  stockholders. — If  a  stock- 
holder assents  to  acts  ultra  vires,  or,  although  not  originally  or 
expressly  assenting,  has  for  an  unreasonable  time,  acquiesced,  and 
has  permitted  them  to  go  unquestioned,  so  that  other  parties,  who 
have  acted  upon  the  faith  of  them  (as,  for  instance,  by  making 
large  expenditures  of  money),  would  suffer  great  injury  from 
their  repudiation,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  easily  be  induced  to 
grant  relief,  at  the  instance  of  such  a  stockholder."^ 

Acquiescence — implies  knowledge  of  all  the  material  facts."' 
Acquiescence  in  an  act,  is  implied  ratification  of  it."*  The  stock- 
holder, who  seeks  to  prevent  the  consummation  of  an  ultra  vires 
corporate  act,  or  to  avoid  it,  should  be  swift  to  make  known  his 
desires,  and  assert  his  rights  through  the  tribunals,  appointed  for 
that  purpose."^     While  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  of  a  corpora- 

ssHawes  v.  Oakland,  104  U.  S.  XT.  S.  450;   Dimpfell  v.  Ohio,  etc. 

450,  per  Miller,  J.  R.  Co.,  110  U.  S.  209. 

89  Heath    v.    Brie    Ry.    Co.,    8  o^  Stewart   v.   Erie,   etc.   Co.   17 

Blatchf.  347;   Bell  v.  Montgomery  Minn.  372. 

Light  Co.,  103  Ala.  275,  15  South.  "a  Bi-spool,    etc.    Co.    v.    Acme 

569.  Manuf.  Co.,  153  Mass.  404. 

oo  Brewer  v.  Boston  Theatre,  104  »*  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chl- 

Mass.    378;    Crumlish   v.    Shenan-  cago,    etc.    Co.,    163    U.    S.    564; 

doah,  etc.  Co.,  28  W.  Va.  623,  22  Wheeler  v.  Home,  etc.  Bank,  188 

S.  E.  90.  111.  34,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  161. 

91  Alexander   v.    Searcy    (1889),  oo  Thompson  v.  Lambert  (1876), 

81  Ga.  536;  Hawes  v.  Oakland,  104  44    Iowa,   247;    Watts'   Appeal,   78 

Pa.  St.  370. 
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tion  may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity,  in  behalf  of  themselves  and  other 
stockholders,  for  fraud,  conspiracy,  or  acts  ultra  vires,  against  the 
corporation,  its  officers,  or  others  who  participate  therein,  the 
minority  stockholders,  when  they  have  been  injured  or  damaged, 
by  such  acts,  must  act  promptly,  and  not  wait  an  unreasonable 
time.  If  they  postpone  their  complaint  from  seven  to  fifteen 
years,  they  forfeit  their  right  to  equitable  relief.'^  As  the  stock- 
holders may  be  presumed  to  know  what  is  done  by  their  agents, 
the  directors  and  officers  of  the  corporation,  if  they  neglect  to 
restrain  acts  which  may  be  ultra  vires,  and  only  after  some  con- 
siderable delay,  make  any  objection  thereto,  neither  the  corpora- 
tion, directors,  nor  stockholders,  should  be  heard  to  complain  that 
the  acts  were  ultra  vires,  and  therefore  void.°^  More  especially 
is  this  so,  when  the  complainant  has  stood  by  and  allowed  the 
illegal  transaction  to  be  consummated,  and  has  allowed  and  in- 
duced others  to  become  interested  in  the  corporation,  on  the  sup- 


'96 Alexander  v.  Searcy  (1889), 
81  Ga.  536.  A  delay  of  three  and 
a  half  years  was  held  a  bar  in 
Peabody  v.  Flint,  88  Mass.  54,  six 
years  in  Gregory  v.  Patchett,  33 
Beav.  595,  seven  years  in  Ashurst's 
Appeal,  60  Pa.  St.  290,  and  three 
years  and  eight  months  in  Dimp- 
fell  V.  Ohio,  etc.  R.  Co.,  110  V.  S. 
209. 

97  G.  W.  Field  in  13  Am.  L.  Rev. 
661 ;  Zabriskie  v.  Cleveland,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1859),  23  How.  381;  Gary  v. 
Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.,  29  Barb. 
39;  Argenti  v.  San  Francisco,  16 
Cal.  255;  McClure  v.  Manchester, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  13  Gray,  424;  Chap- 
man V.  Mad  River,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1856),  6  Ohio  St.  137;  Hale  v. 
Mutual,  etc.  Co.,  22  N.  H.  297; 
Railroad  v.  Howard,  7  Wall.  413. 
The  injustice  of  allowing  such  a 
plea  as  a  defense  to  a  claim  on  a 
contract,  in  case  such  stockholders  ' 
have  with  knowledge  of  the  facts 
received  the  benefits  and  the  fruit 
of  such  contract,  as  where  they 
have  received  dividends  the  whole 
or  part  of  which  were  derived 
from  such  contract,  will  be  appar- 
ent. Such  action  on  the  part  of 
the   stockholders   would   undoubt- 

VOL.  II  —  86 


edly  be  treated  as  an  affirmance 
of  the  ultra  vires  act,  and  estop 
them  from  pleading  ultra  vires 
as  a  defense  to  a  claim  on  such 
contract,  either  against  them  as 
stockholders,  or  against  the  cor- 
poration. The  remedy  of  the 
stockholder  or  creditor  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  ample  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  they  may  enjoin  an 
ultra  vires  act,  on  the  part  of  the 
corporation  or  its  directors,  or 
other  officers  or  agents;  but  if  they 
remain  indifferent  and  passive, 
and  permit  a  contract  ultra  vires 
to  be  made,  and  especially  where 
they  receive  the  benefits  of  such 
contract  without  objection,  they 
should  not  be  permitted  to  enjoin 
the  corporation  from  executing 
the  contract  on  its  part.  Certainly 
it  would  be  more  consonent  with 
principles  of  justice  and  equity 
to  require  the  stockholders  to  re- 
strain the  officers  and  agents  of 
a  corporation  from  ultra  vires 
contracts  than  to  allow  them  to 
remain  indifferent  and  take  the 
benefits  of  such  aontracts,  and 
then  allow  the  plea  of  ultra  vires 
in  defense  of  an  action  on  them. 
The  officers  and  agents  of  the  cor- 
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position  that  the  existing  state  of  things  is  legal  and  proper.'' 
Though  purchasing,  owning  and  voting  stock  in  one  railroad 
company,  by  another  railroad  company,  may  be  ultra  vires,  so 
far  as  the  public  is  concerned,  still  a  stockholder,  who  has  ac- 
quiesced therein  for  fifteen  years  and  received  money  from  the 
corporation  by  reason  of  the  illegal  act,  is  not  allowed  to  raise 
that  question.  His  acquiescence  does  not  render  valid  the  illegal 
act,  but  prevents  him  from  taking  advantage  of  its  illegality.  The 
public  or  the  State  is  not  thus  bound."'  Where  the  summary  in- 
terference of  the  court  is  invoked,  in  cases  of  this  nature,  it  must 
be  invoked  promptly.  Parties  who  have  lain  by,  and  permitted 
a  large  expenditure  to  be  made,  in  contravention  of  the  rights 
for  which  they  contend,  can  not  call  upon  the  court  for  its  sum- 
mary interference;^  because  there  is  an  adequate  means  open, 
both  to  stockholders  and  to  creditors,  for  preventing  the  commis- 
sion of  acts  in  excess  of  the  corporate  powers.  It  is  the  privilege, 
if  not  the  duty,  of  those  interested,  to  prevent  ultra  vires  acts  by 
injunction.^  Stockholders,  by  acquiescence,  are  estopped  to  ques- 
tion a  corporate  act,  where  third  parties  have  dealt  with  the  cor- 
poration in  reliance  upon  its  authority  to  do  the  act,  and  where,  if 
it  were  held  invalid,  harm  would  come  to  such  third  person.  Ac- 
quiescence or  tacit  assent,  means  the  neglect  to  promptly  and 
actively  condemn  the  unauthorized  act,  and  to  seek  judicial  red- 
ress, after  knowledge  of  the  committal  of  it,  whereby  innocent 
third  parties  have  been  led  to  put  themselves  in  a  position  from 
which  they  cannot  be  taken  without  loss.  This  is  the  doctrine  of 
equitable  estoppel,  which  applies  to  members  of  corporated  or 
associated  bodies,  as  well  as  to  persons  acting  in  a  natural 
capacity.^S' 

Laches. — Any  stockholder,  complaining,  must  do  so  in  good 
faith,  and  with  reasonable  diligence,  or  he  will  forfeit  his  right 
to  equitable  relief.' 

poration     are     the     officers     and  «» Terry  v.  Eagle  Lock   Co.,  47 

agents  of  the  stockholders,  as  well  Conn.  141,  161. 

as  their  trustees;  and  it  would  be  »» Alexander   v.    Searcy    (1889), 

far    more    reasonable    that    they  '  81  Ga.  536. 

should   suffer   loss    by   reason    of  i  Houldsworth  v.   Evans,  L.  R. 

ultra  vires  acts,  which  they  might  3  H.  L.  263. 

with     due     diligence     have     pre-  2  G.  W.  Field  in  13  Am.  L.  Rev. 

vented,  than  to  allow  them  or  the  660. 

corporation  to  set  up  such  a  de-  2a  Kent   v.    Quicksilver   M.    Co. 

fense   where   they   have    received  (1879),  78  N.  Y.  159. 

the  benefits   of  the   acts.     G.   W.  s  Alexander   v.    Searcy,    81    Ga. 

Field  in  13  Am.  L.  Rev.  661.  536,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  337. 
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Estoppel.  RatHication. — Any  stockholder"  will  be  estopped  to 
complain  of  an  illegal  or  ultra  vires  transaction,  who,  with  knowl- 
edge, participates  in  it,  as  stockholder,  or  officer,  or  acquiesces  in 
it,  or  subsequently  ratifies  it.*  He  will  not  be  estopped,  because 
of  his  participation  or  acquiescence  in  other  like  acts."  Where  a 
cashier  was  duly  appointed,  and  acted  as  such  for  a  long  time, 
under  sanction  of  the  directors,  it  was  not  necessary  that  they 
should  accept  his  bond  as  satisfactory,  according  to  the  terms  of  ■ 
the  charter,  or  to  make  him  to  enter  legally  upon  his  duties,  or 
to  make  his  sureties  responsible  for  the  non-performance  of  those 
duties.*  A  stockholder,  seeking  protection  against  acts  which  are 
merely  in  excess  of  corporate  power,  but  which  are  not  prohibited 
by  law,  must  be  diligent,  and  act  promptly.  He  cannot  lie  by, 
sanctioning,  or  by  his  silence  at  least,  acquiescing  in  an  ultra  vires 
act  of  the  corporation,  watching  the  result,  to  abide  by  it,  if  profit- 
able to  himself,  or,  if  it  prove  otherwise,  to  institute  proceedings, 
to  set  it  aside.  He  cannot  thus  speculate  upon  the  chances.  If 
he  wants  protection  against  the  consequences  of  an  ultra  vires  act, 
he  must  ask  for  it  promptly,  and  before  the  act  of  which  he  com- 
plains, has  become  the  foundation  of  rights,  or  of  equities,  which 
must  be  destroyed,  or  greatly  impaired,  if  the  act  be  nullified  or 
undone.  He  must  ask  for  it  with  sufficient  promptness,  to  enable 
the  court  to  do  justice  to  him,  without  doing  injustice  to  others.^^' 

§  907.  Ratification  of  ultra  vires  acts. — A  ratification  of 
ultra  vires  acts  is  sufficient,  if  made  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  material  facts,''  to  estop  the  shareholders  from  afterwards 
setting  up  the  want  of  corporate  power ;  and  this  rule  includes, 
not  only  those  having  actual  knowledge,  but  also  one,  who  pur- 
posely shuts  his  eyes,  to  means  of  information  within  his  own 
possession  and  control  and  ratifies  an  act  deliberately,  having  all 
the  knowledge  in  respect  to  it,  which  he  cares  to  have.*  Ratifica- 
tion is  implied  by  acceptance  of  benefits  of  the  transaction,  with 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  but  a  transaction  that  could  not  have  been 

,4  Fredericks      v.     Pennsylvania  N.  J.  Eq.  40,  25  Atl.  929;  Kent  v. 

Canal  Co.,  109  Pa.  St.  50;   Dimp-  Quicksilver  M.  Co.    (1879),  78  N. 

fell  v.  Ohio,  etc.  Co.,  110  U.  S.  209;  Y.  159. 

Memphis,  etc.  Ry.  Co,  v.  Grayson,         t  Kelley  v.  Newburyport,  etc.  R. 

88  Ala.  572,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  69.  Co.  (1886),  141  Mass.  498. 

6  Coquard,  etc.  v.  National,  etc.  s  Kelley  v.  Newburyport,  etc.  R. 

Co.,  171   111.   480.  Co.   (1886),  141  Mass.  499;  Combs 

8-Bank    of   U.    S.   v.   Dandridge  v.  Scott,  12  Allen,  493,  497;   Phos- 

(1827),  12  Wheaton,  64.  phate,  etc.  Co.  v.  Green,  L.  R.  7 

oaRabe    V.    Dunlap    (1893),    51'  C.  P.  43,  57. 
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authorized,  can  not  be  ratified."  No  ratification  of  an  act  un- 
authorized, can  render  it  any  the  less  ultra  vires.^°  A  corporation 
is  capable  of  exceeding  its  powers,  but  it  can  not  escape  liability 
upon  an  ultra  vires  contract,  and  whether  or  not  it  was  ratified, 
by  setting  up  that  it  was  beyond  the  corporate  powers.  It  may 
be  ratified  impliedly,  by  acting  upon  it,  or  by  retaining  benefits- 
under  it,^^  or  by  acquiescence  in  it.^'' 

Knowledge — of  the  material  facts,  or  facts  from  which  knowl- 
edge is  presumed,  is  necessary  to  show,  in  charging  ratification 
of  s.n' ultra  vires  corporate  act.  If  an  unauthorized  action  appears 
upon  the  corporate  books,  subject  to  the  stockholder's  inspection, 
his  knowledge  is  presumed.^'  In  accordance  with  the  rule,  a 
settlement,  effected  by  the  directors  of  a  railway  company,  by 
giving  notes  for  a  road  built  and  afterward  used,  should  be  re- 
garded as  ratified  by  the  company,  where  for  a  number  of  years- 
it  has  not  disputed  its  liability  on  the  notes,  has  paid  interest  on 
them,  has  continued  to  use  the  road,  and  has  accepted  reports 
which  mentioned  them  amongst  the  outstanding  obligations.^* 
When  the  stockholders  of  a  corporation  have  acknowledged  the 
liability  of  the  company  for  a  particular  debt,  they  can  not  after- 
wards repudiate  it,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  in  excess  of  the 
indebtedness  which  the  corporation  was  authorized  by  law  to  con- 
tract.^^  A  purchase  of  shares  in  a  railway  corporation,  by  one 
who  knows  that  the  company  is  investing  in  the  stock  of  rail- 
way corporations  without  the  State  which  created  it,  operates  as 
an  implied  recognition  of  its  power  to  do  so.'^"  And,  where  a 
corporation  acted  for  several  years  under  a  contract  of  consolida- 
tion, made  mortgages,  and  sold  bonds  to  bona  Me  purchasers,  both- 
it,  and  its  stockholders,  were  estopped  to  assert  that  the  contract 
was  ultra  vires}''  Torts  are  among  the  acts  that  can  be  ratified 
by  acquiescence  in  the  course  of  action  leading  to  them,  as,  where 
a  railway  corporation,  running  a  steamboat  beyond  its  powers,  is 
estopped  from  setting  up  the  defense  of  ultra  vires  in  an  action  foi 

» Miner  v.  Mechanics'  Bank,  etc.,  is  Bi-spool,     etc.    Co.    v.    Acme 

1  Pet.  (tr.  S.)  46.  Manuf.  Co.,  153  Mass.  404. 

10  Downing   v.    Mt.   Washington  i*  Kelley  v.  Newburyport,  etc-  R. 
Road  Co.,  40  N.  H.  230.                     ■  Co.   (1886),  141  Mass.  496. 

11  Jacksonville,      etc.      Co.      v.  is  Poole    v.    West    Point,    etc. 
Hooper,  160  U.   S.   514;    Lake  St.  Assn.,  30  Fed.  Rep.  513. 

etc.  Co.  V.  Carmichael,  184  111.  348.  is  Venner   v.    Atchison,    etc.    R. 

12  Union,  etc.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  etc.      Co.,  28  Fed.  Rep.  581. 

Co.,  163  U.  S.  564.  it  Dimpfel  v.  Ohio  &  Mississippi 

Ry.  Co.,  9  Biss.  C.  Ct.  127. 
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an  injury  sustained  through  the  negligence  of  an  officer  of  the 
steamboat.^^  A  ratification,  to  be  binding  on  a  corporation, 
must  be  the  act  or  acquiescence  of  some  corporate  agency  which 
itself  would  have  the  power  to  do,  or  authorize  the  act,  com- 
mitted; for  a  ratification,  can  not  arise  from  the  action,  either  of 
the  officers  who  did  the  unauthorized  acts,  or  of  those  who  would 
have  had  no  authority  to  do  them.'"  "The  general  rule,  as  to  the 
effect  of  a  ratification  by  one,  of  the  unauthorized  act  of  another, 
respecting  the  property  of  the  former,  is  well  settled.  The  ratifi- 
cation operates  upon  the  act  ratified,  precisely  as  though  authority 
to  do  the  act  had  been  previously  given,  except  where  the  rights 
of  third  parties  have  intervened  between  the  act  and  the  ratifica- 
tion. In  other  words,  it  is  essential,  that  the  party  ratifying, 
should  be  able,  not  merely  to  do  the  act  ratified,  at  the  time  the 
act  was  done,  but  also  at  the  time  the  ratification  was  made."^" 
■"An  act  which  is  in  excess  of  the  charter  of  a  corporation,  involves 
an  unauthorized  exercise  of  corporate  power  on  the  part  of  the 
company;  and  this  objection  can  not  be  obviated  by  any  subse- 
quent ratification,  either  by  the  agents,  or  by  the  shareholders  of 
the  corporation.  So  it  is  clear  that,  if  an  act,  performed  by  an 
agent  on  behalf  of  a  corporation,  is  prohibited  by  statute,  or  by 
the  charter  of  the  company,  or  by  some  general  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law,  no  ratification,  by  either  agents  or  the  shareholders  of 
the  corporation,  can  cure  the  illegality  of  the  act.  Ratification  of 
an  act  has  no  greater  effect  than  a  previous  grant  of  authority  to 
do  the  act ;  it  merely  obviates  the  objection  that  the  principal  did 
not  authorize  the  act  to  be  done."" 

§  go8.  Estoppel;  effect  of  knowledge  and  laches. — Any  sin- 
gle stockholder,  though  entitled  to  sue  for  relief,  will  be  estopped, 
in  case  of  an  ultra  vires  transaction,  either  by  his  consent  to  it, 
or  ratification  of  it;  or  by  reason  of  his  laches,  or  other  acquies- 
cence in  the  act.  A  stockholder  of  a  corporation  will  not  be  al- 
lowed, after  an  unreasonable  time,  to  disturb  and  rescind  a  con- 
tract made  by  his  corporation,  after  the  same  has  been  fully  ex- 
ecuted,— on  the  ground  of  ultra  vires.^^ 

Effect  of  laches. — By  neglect,  or  delay,  to  disaffirm  an  ultra 
■vires  transaction,  within  reasonable  time,  the  right  to  have  it  set 

18  Central  R.  etc.  Co.  V.  Smith,  21  Morawetz,     Private     Corpora- 

76  Ala.  572,  52  Am.  Rep.  353.  tions,  §  619. 

10  Taylor,  Private  Corporations,  22  Taylor  v.   South,  etc.  R.  Co., 

§  211.    Tide  supra,  §  779.  4  Woods,  575,  13  Fed.  152.     Tide, 

20  Mr.  Justice  Field  in  Cook  v.  20  L.  R.  A.  765. 
Tullis,   18   "Wall.   332. 
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aside,  will  be  lost.^'  What  is  reasonable  time,  whether  days  or 
years,  within  which  disaffirmance  of  the  act  must  take  place,  de- 
pends, in  every  case,  upon  its  circumstances.^*  "These  are  gener- 
ally the  presence,  or  absence  of  the  parties,  at.  the  place  of  transac- 
tion; their  knowledge  or  ignorance  if  the  sale,  and  of  the  facts 
which  render  it  voidable;  the  permanent  or  fluctuating  character 
of  the  subject  matter  of  the  transaction,  as  affecting  its  value ;  and 
the  actual  rise  or  fall  of  the  property  in  value,  during  the  period 
within  which  this  option  might  have  )}een  exercised.'"'^  The 
stockholder  is  chargeable  with  laches,  as  defense  to  his  action, 
only  after  he  has  full  knowledge  of  the  ultra  vires  character  of 
the  transaction,  and  has  then  unreasonably  delayed  bringing  suit. 
The  essential  elements  of  the  defense  of  laches,  are  knowledge  and 
delay.^"  But  where  the  means  of  knowledge  are  open  to  the 
stockholder,  he  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  from  the  time  when 
he  ought  to  have  inquired  into  the  facts  and  ascertained  them." 
If  stockholders  or  creditors  permit  a  corporation  to  enter  into  an 
ultra  vires  contract,  or,  with  knowledge  that  it  has  done  so,  accept 
the  benefits  thereof  without  objection,  they  should  not  be  allowed 
to  object  to  the  contract,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  ultra  vires.^^ 
For  a  court  of  equity  may  refuse  to  interfere  with  a  corporation 
at  the  instance  of  a  stockholder,  in  respect  to  an  unauthorized 
contract  which  has  been  fully  executed,  when,  if  he  had  applied 
in  season  for  an  order  to  restrain  the  execution  of  it,  equity  might 
have  felt  bound  to  grant  that  relief.^'  The  fact  that  acts  comr 
plained  of,  were  ultra  vires  the  company,  does  not  diminish  the 
force  and  effect  of  the  laches.  If  stockholders  lie  by,  sanctioning, 
or  seeming  by  their  silence  to  sanction,  such  unwarrantable  acts  of 
the  company,  they  will  be  bound  by  them.  In  order  to  set  them 
aside,  they  must  take  timely  steps  to  have  them  vacated.  They 
can  not  wait  to  see  if  such  acts  will  prove  beneficial  or  not,  and 
thus  take  their  chances  oh  the  result.  And  this  same  rule  holds, 
as  between  a  minority  of  the  shareholders  and  thte  acts  of  the 

23  Warren  v.  Para,  etc.  Co.,  166      Dec.  311 ;  Bank  of  China  v.  Morse 
Mass.   97.  ,  (1901),  168  N.  Y.  458,  56  L.  R.  A. 

24  Jesup  V.  Illinois  Central  Ry.      139,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  676. 

Co.   (1890),  43  Fed.  483.  27  jesup    v.    111.    Central    R.   R. 

26  Twin  Lick  Oil  Co.  V.  Marbery,  (1890),   43   Fed.    483;    Loomis   v. 

91  U.  S.  587.  Missouri,  etc.  Ry.   (1901),  165  Mo. 

28  Cumberland  Coal  Co.  v.  Sher-  469. 

man    (1859),   30  Barb.   553;   Hoft-  28 Field  on  Corp.,  §  265. 

man,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cumberland,  etc.  29  Terry  v.  Eagle  Lock  Co.,  47 

Co.    (1860),    16   Md.   456,   77  Am.  Conn.  141,  161. 
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majority.  Supineness,  in  such  cases,  will  be  construed  as  acquies- 
cence of  the  minority  in  the  acts  of  the  majority.'"  And  so,  every 
stockholder  of  a  corporation,  who  participates  in  the  fruits  of  an 
ultra  vires  act,  is  estopped  from  setting  up  the  corporation's  want 
of  authority  to  perform  it.'^  In  these  cases,  the  plaintiff's  re- 
covery rests  on  the  circumstance  that  all  the  persons  who  would 
have  been  entitled  to  object  to  the  contract,  allowed  him  to  go 
on  and  perform  his  part  thereof,  under  the  reasonable  assumption 
of  their  general  acquiescence  therein.'^  Thus,  in  New  Jersey, 
it  has  been  decided,  in  accordance  with  these  principles,  that  a 
railway  company  will  be  estopped  from  setting  up,  as  a  defense 
to  an  action  for  rent  on  a  lease  of  a  branch  road,  the  plea  of 
ultra  vires,  when  the  branch  was  constructed  upon  the  company's 
promise  to  lease  it  for  a  long  term  of  years,  and  when  it  has 
actually  operated  it  for  a  time  without  objection.^'  The  corpora- 
tion is  estopped  to  deny  its  liability  under  a  contract,  on  the 
ground  that  its  officers  were  not  technically  authorized  to  make 
it,  when  it  was,  nevertheless,  within  the  scope  of  its  powers,  and 
has  been  recognized  by  corporate  acts.'* 

§  909.  Illegal  corporate  acts. — Ultra  vires  acts,  in  additon  to 
being  beyond  the  powers  of  the  corporation,  may  be  illegal  be- 
cause the  corporation  is  expressly  forbidden  to  do  them,  or  be- 
cause they  are  mala  in  se  by  common  law  or  by  statute,'  or  because 
they  are  against  public  policy.'"  Of  course,  if  a  corporate  con- 
tract is  illegal  in  itself,  it  can  no  more  be  enforced  by  either 
party,  than  any  other  illegal  contract.     It  is  thus,  in  case  of  an 

30  Burgess  v.  St.  Louis  County  Co.,  7  Mo.  App.  294;  Peoria,  etc. 
R.  Co.  (Mo.  1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  103  111.  187. 
L.  J.  299,  In  this  case  it  was  said  32  Taylor  OU'  Corporations, 
that  the  fact  of  the  statute  of  §§  279,  280,  reviewing  Bissell  v. 
limitations  not  having  run  does  Michigan,  etc.  R.  Cos.,  22  N.  Y. 
not  help  the  matter.  Laches  is  as  258;  Bradley  v.  Ballard,  55  111. 
good  a  bar  to  the  enforcement  of  413,  7  Am.  Rep.  656;  Durst  v. 
a  stale  claim  as  ever  it  was.    Here  Gale,  83  111.  136. 

eleven  years  had  elapsed  since  a  33  Camden,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  May's 

trust  deed  and  seven  years  since  Landng,  etc.  R.  Co.,  48  N.  J.  530. 

a    compromise    under    it,    which  34  Salem  Nat.  Bank  v.  Almy,  117 

were  alleged  to  be  ultra  vires,  had  Mass.    476;    Whitney   v.    Wyman, 

taken  place.  101  U.  S.  392;  Upton  v.  Hansbor- 

31  Branch  v.    Jessup,   106  U.   S.  ough,  3  Bisa.   (U.  S.)   417. 

468;  Zabriskie  V.  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  8(6  Taylor        on        Corporations, 

Co.,  23  How.  381;  Taylor  v.  South  §§  292-3;  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v. 
&  North  Alabama  R.  Co.,  13  Fed.  Barlow,  63  N.  Y.  62,  68,  20  Am. 
Rep.  152;  Tyrell  v.  Cairo,  etc.  R.      Rep.  504;  Bissell  v.  Michigan,  etc. 

R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  264. 
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agreement  to  pay  for  lobbying/'  for  procurement  of  a  government 
contract.'^  The  illegality  should,  however,  inhere  in  the  very 
act  or  contract  itself  that  is  sought  to  be  declared  illegal.''  In 
regard  to  statutory  prohibitions  of  corporate  acts,  the  rule  is 
thus  stated  by  an  eminent  text-writer:  "If  a  statute  expressly 
forbids  a  corporation  to  make  a  certain  contract,  the  contract  is 
void,  even  though  not  expressly  declared  to  be  so,  and  is  in- 
capable of  ratification;  and  that  the  contract  is  void  as  unlawful, 
may  be  pleaded  by  any  one  to  an  action  founded  directly  and  ex- 
clusively on  the  contract;''  unless  (i)  the  statute  expressly  states 
what  the  consequences  of  violating  it  shall  be,  and  those  conse- 
quences are  other  than  that  the  contract  shall  be  void  f  (2)  un- 
less the  statutory  prohibition  was  evidently  imposed,  for  the 
protection  of  a  certain  class  of  persons  who  alone  may  take  ad- 
vantage of  it;*^  or  (3)  unless  to  adjudge  the  contract  void  and  in- 


seMarshall  v.  Baltimore,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  16  How.  314.  Promoting  a 
bill  in  parliament  for  additional 
powers  seems  to  he  regarded  in 
the  same  way.  Maunsell  v.  Mid- 
land, etc.  Ry.  Co.,  32  L.  J.  Ch.  513; 
Stevens  v.  South  Devon  Ry.  Co., 
20  L.  J.  Ch.  491;  East  Anglian  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co., 
11  C.  B.  775;  Munt  v.  Shrewsbury, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.,  2a  L.  J.  Ch.  169;  Cale- 
donian Ry.  Co.  V.  Solway,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  49  L.  T.  526,  13  Beav.  1; 
Wood's  Ry.  Law,  483.  And  it  has 
even  been  held  that  an  agreement 
to  pay  the  expenses  of  an  applica- 
tion to  parliament  for  enlarged 
powers  is  not  merely  ultra  vires, 
but  also  illegal  as  being  against 
public  policy.  MacGregor  v. 
Dover,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  18  Q.  B.  618, 
632.  But  Browne  &  Theobald's 
Ry.  Law,  96,  holds  that  apart 
from  any  question  of  the  applica- 
tion of  its  funds,  a  company  may 
promote  or  oppose  a  bill  in  par- 
liament, and  cites  In  re  London, 
etc.  Ry.  Co.  (1869),  L.  R.  5  Ch. 
App.  671;  Steele  v.  N.  Met.  Ry. 
Co.,  2  Ch.  237;  Telford  v.  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works,  13  Eq. 
514;  Heathcote  v.  North  Stafford- 
shire Ry.  Co.,  2  Macn.  &  G.  109, 
20  L.  J.  Ch.  82;  Attorney  General 


V.  Manchester,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  1  R. 
C.  436;  Lancaster,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
North  Western  Ry.  Co.,  2  Kay  & 
P.  293.  The  English  cases  seem 
to  hold  also,  however,  that  a  com- 
.pany  may  devote  its  funds  to  op- 
pose a  bill,  the  passing  of  Which 
would  endanger  its  prosperity. 
Attorney-General  v.  Brecon,  10  Ch. 
Div.  204;  Attorney-General  v. 
Eastlake,  11  H.  205;  Attorney- 
General  V.  Norwich,  2  Mylne  &  C. 
406;  Bright  v.  North,  2  Phill.  Ch. 
216;  Attorney-General  v.  Andrews, 
2  Macn.  &  G.  225.  See  Regina  v. 
White,  14  Q.  B.  Div.  358;  Browne 
&  Theobald's  Ry.  Law,  95. 

37  Tool  Co.  V.  Norris,  2. Wall.  45. 

38  Orchards  v.  Hughes,  1  Wall. 
73;  Atlas  National  Bank  v.  Sav- 
ery,  127  Mass.  75.  See  Taylor  on 
Corporations,  §  293. 

39  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  297; 
In  re  Jaycox,  12  Blatchf.  209;  New 
York,  etc.  Go.  v.  Helmer,  77  N.  Y. 
64;  Utica  Ins.  Co.  v.  Scott,  19 
Johns.  1. 

*o  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  299 ; 
Pratt  V.  Short,  79  N.  Y.  437,  445, 
35  Am.  Rep.  531;  Lester  v.  How- 
ard Bank,  33  Md.  558;  Robinson 
V.  Bland,  2  Burr.  1077. 

*i  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  300, 
citing  Beecher  v.  Marquette,   etc. 
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capable  pf  forming  the  basis  of  a  right  of  action,  would  clearly 
frustrate  the  evident  purposes  of  the  prohibition  itself."*^  A 
corporation  contract  prohibited,  is  not  only  ultra  vires,  but  it  is 
also  illegal,  and  therefore  void.*'  As,  the  issue  by  a  bank  of  a 
promissory  note  to  repay  a  deposit  of  money,  at  a  future  day, 
which  was  forbidden  by  statute, — the  note  was  held  void.**  But 
equity  will  restore  the  money,  in  an  action  on.  implied  contract 
for  the  money  deposited.*'  When  acts  of  a  corporation,  are  spoken 
of  as  ultra  vires,  it  is  not  intended  that  they  are  unlawful,  or  even 
such  as  the  corporation  can  not  perform,  but  merely  those  that 
are  not  within  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  corporation  by  the 
act  of  its  creation,  and  are  in  violation  of  the  trust  reposed  in  the 
managing  board  by  the  shareholders,  that  the  affairs  shall  be  man- 
aged, and  the  funds  applied  solely,  for  carrying  out  the  objects 
for  which  the  corporation  was  created;  and  that,  whether  a  con- 
tract, as  originally  made,  was  ultra  vires,  is  not  a  very  important 
inquiry.*^ 

§  910.  Contracts  mala  in  se. — Distinction  is  drawn  between 
corporate  acts  and  contracts  which  are  merely  ultra  vires,  and 
other  acts,  which,  besides  being  ultra  vires,  are  also,  for  some 
reason,  unlawful.  Such  illegal  acts  are  of  three  classes:  (i) 
acts  niala  in  se,  immoral  in  themselves,  contra  bonos  mores;  (2) 
acts,  forbidden  by  some  statutory  prohibition;  (3)  acts  contrary 
to  public  policy  of  the  State. 

Contracts  mala  in  se. — As  in  the  case  of  natural  persons,  so 
it  is  with  a  corporation,  that  its  contract,  when  founded  upon  an 
immoral  consideration,  or  contrary  to  good  public  moi;als,  it 
is  malum  in  se,  c^n  support  no  action  to  enforce  it,  and  is  ab- 

Co.,   45  Mich.  103,  108;    Green  v.  « white  v.   Franklin  Bank,   22 

Kemp,   13  Mass.   515,  7  Am.  Dec.  Pick.    (39    Mass.)    181;    Franklin 

169.     Gf.  Johnson  v.  Underhill,  52  Nat.  Bank  v.  Whitehead,  149  Ind. 

N.  Y.  203;    Greenpoint  Sugar  Co.  560,  63  Am.   St.  Rep.  302;   In  re 

V.  Whitln,  69  N.  Y.  328.  Assignment,    etc.    Co.,    107    Iowa, 

42  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  301,  143,   70  Am.   St.  Rep.   149;    Bath, 

citing  Gold  Mining  Co.  v.  National  etc.  v.  ClafEy,  151  N.  Y.  24,  36  L. 

Bank,  96  U.   S.  640;    Duncomb  v.  R.  A.  664. 

New  York,   etc.   R.  Co.,   84  N.  Y.  **  In  re  Jaycox,  12  Blatchf .  209 ; 

190;    Union,    etc.    Manuf.    Co.    v.  New  York,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ely,  5  Conn. 

Rocky  Mountains  National  Bank,  560,  -13  Am.  Dec.  100. 

2    Colo.    248;    Allen   v.   First   Na-  45  white  v.   Franklin   Bank,   22 

tional    Bank,     23     Ohio     St.     97;  Pick.   (39  MasfS.)  181. 

Farmington  Savings  Bank  v.  Fall,  *«  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow, 

71  Me.  49;  Lester  v.  Howard  Bank,  63  N.  Y.  62,  20  Am.  Rep.  504. 
33   Md.   558;    Richmond   Bank  v. 
Robinson,  42  Me.  589. 
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solutely  void.*''  The  law  will  not  aid  or  relieve  either  party  to  such 
contract,  or  undertake  to  require  restoration  of  money  or  prop- 
erty received  by  either,  or  otherwise  to  adjust  the  equities  between 
them. 

§911.     Contracts  contrary  to  public  policy. — To  determine 
what  is  public  policy,  is  the  province  of  the  legislature.*'    An  act 
which  a  State  permits  its  own  corporations  to  do,  can  not  be  con- 
sidered as  contrary  to  public  policy  of  the  State.*"    In  order  to 
discover  the  public  policy  of  a  State  as  to  the  powers  allowed  to 
be  exercised  by  corporations,  it  is  necessary  to  examine  its  con- 
stitution, laws,  and  judicial  decisions.'"    A  contract  of  a  cor- 
poration, as  of  any  individual,  is  illegal,  if  contrary  to  public 
policy  f^  as,  a  contract  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  or  tend- 
ing to  create  a  monopoly,  and  prevent  competition,  '^  or  an  unlaw- 
ful agreement  to  withdraw  opposition  to  the  passage  of  a  bill 
pending  before  the  legislature."'    As,  to  the  contracts  of  a  quasi- 
public  corporation  owing  special  duties  to  the  public,  as,  a  rail- 
road, gaslight,  or  waterworks  company,  it  can  not  enter  into  any 
contract  which  tends  to  prevent  the  performance  of  those  duties 
to  the  public.     Whether  or  not  such  contract  is  foreign  to  the 
lawful  business  of  the  corporation,  it  is  illegal,  and  contrary  to 
public  policy,  and  therefore  void.     For  example,  a  gaslight  cor- 
poration, organized  to  furnish  gas  to  the  people  of  a  city,  can 
not  transfer  its  rights  to  another  company,  to  furnish  gas  to  a 
particular  part  of  the  city."*     "The  principle  is,  that,  where  a 
corporation,  like  a  railroad  company,  has  granted  to  it  by  charter, 
a  franchise  intended  in  large  measure  to  be  exercised  for  the 
public  good,  the  due  performance  of  those  functions  being,  the 
consideration  of  the  public  grant,  any  contract  which  disables  the 
corporation  from  performing  those  functions,  is  void.     Any  con- 
tract, by  which  it  undertakes,  without  the  consent  of  the  State,  to 

*^  Bath,   etc.   Co.   v.   Claffy,   151  52  Harding    v.     American     Glu- 

N.  Y.  24,  36  L.  R.  A.  664.  cose  Co.,  182  111.  551,  74  Am.  St. 

48  License    Tax    Cases,    5   Wall.  Rep.  189;   Diamond  Match  Co.  v. 
(U.  S.)   462.  Roeder,  106  N.  Y.  473,  60  Am.  Rep. 

49  American  Union  v.  Yount,  101  464. 

U.  S.  352.  63  Scottish,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Stew- 

«oGirard  Will  Case,  2  How.  127;  art,  3  Macq.  H.  L.  Cas.  382. 

Lancaster  v.  Amsterdam,  etc.  Co.,  64  Chicago,  etc.   Co.  v.  People's, 

140  N.  Y.  576,  24  L.  R.  A.  322.  etc.  Co.,  121  111.  530,  2  Am.  St.  Rep. 

61  Ohio,    etc.    Co.    v.    McArthur,  124. 

96  U.  S.  267;  West  v.  Averill,  etc. 

Co.,  109  Iowa,  488. 
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transfer  to  others  the  rights  and  powers  conferred  by  the  charter, 
and  t(?  i;elieve  the  grantees  of  the  burden  which  it  imposes,  is  a 
violation  of  the  contract  with  the  State,  and  is  void,  as  against 
public  policy."  "^  Any  such  contracts,  the  same  as  those  of 
individuals,  are  illegal  and  void,  if  contrary  to  public  policy;  as, 
a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  or  to  stifle  competition  and  create 
a  monopoly;^"  or,  a  lease  by  a  transportation  company  which 
renders  it  unable  to  perform  its  corporate  duties  to  the  public."' 
The -rule  applies,  according  to  the  author,  Mr.  Taylor,' where 
a  statutory  prohibition  is  not  express,  but  arises  only  by  implica- 
tion from  the  charter,  or  enabling  statute  of  the  corporation;  the 
contract  will  not  be  held  void,  when  such  a  construction  would 
defeat  the  intention  of  the  statute."'  An  act,  done  by  a  corpora- 
tion with  public  duties  to  perform,  which  is  plainly  unauthorized 
by  its  charter,  may  readily  be  held  by  the  courts  to  be  illegal, 
as  against  public  policy.  Among  such  acts  are  the  consolida- 
tion, lease  and  sale  of  transportation,  gas,  and  other  quasi-public 
companies.  These,  especially,  as  well  as  all  illegal  acts,  seem 
frequently  to  differ  but  in  degree  from  ultra  vires  acts.  One  of 
the  chief  grounds  for  declaring  them  to  be  ultra  vires,  is  the 
injury  to  the  public  occasioned  thereby."" 

§912.  Prohibited  acts;  contracts  mala  prohibita. — A  con- 
tract of  a  corporation,  which  is  prohibited  by  its  charter,  or  by- 
laws under  which  it  is  created,  expressly  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion, is  considered  illegal  and  void.  As  to  such  prohibited  con- 
tracts, the  courts  construe  as  synonymous  the  words  "illegal"  and 
"ultra  vires."  "The  word  "'unlawful,'  as  applied  to  corporations, 
is  not  used  exclusively  in  the  sense  malum  in  se,  or  malum-prohib- 
itum. It  is  also  used  to  designate  powers  which  they  are  not 
authorized  to  make,  or  acts  which  they  are  not  authorized  to  do, 

55  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  Ry.  S.  99,  reversing  Crocker  v.  Whit- 
Co.,  101  U.  S.  71;  Commonwealth  ney,  71  N.  Y.  161;  National  Bank 
V.  Smith,  10  Allen  (Mass.),  448,  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  621,  626, 
87  Am.  Dec.  682;  West  Virginia,  et  seq.;  Oldham  v.  First  National 
etc.  Co.  V.  Ohio,  etc.  Co.,  22  W.  Va.  Bank,  85  N.  C.  240;  Thornton  v. 
600,  46  Am.  Rep.  527.  National  Exchange  Bank,  71  Mo. 

5s  Providence   Tool   Co.   v.   Nor-  221;  Graham  v.  National  Bank,  32 

ris,  2  Wall.   (U.  S.)   45;  Franklin  N.  J.  Eq.  804;  Winton  v.  Little,  94 

Nat.  Bank  v.  Whitehead,  149  Ind.  Pa.  St.  64. 
560,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  302.  09  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  305; 

57  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  Ry. '  Burbank  v.  Jefferson  City,  etc. 
Co.,  101  U.  S.  71.  Co.,  35  La.  Ann.  444;  New  Haven, 

58  Taylor  on  Corporations,  §  302;  etc,  Co.  v.  Hayden,  107  Mass.  525. 
National  Bank  v.  Whitney,  103  U. 
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or,  in  other  words,  such  acts,  powers,  and  contracts  as  are  ultra 
7'ires.'""'     The  acts  of  a  corporation,  to  be  unlawful,  need  not 
necessarily  be  mala  prohiUta,  or  maja  in  se,  although  such  acts 
are  illegal  in  all  cases ;  but  every  act  of  a  corporation,  which  by 
the  terms  of  its  charter,  it  is  not  authorized  to  do,  is  in  excess  of 
its  charter,  and  therefore  unlawfuL^^     Where  the  agreement  of 
the  corporation  was  to  pay  for  stock  for  which  a  trustee  of  a 
bank  had  subscribed,  and  to  take  the  stock  and  hold  it  as  the 
security,  the  court  said:  "We  thus  see  that,  by  the  terms  o-f  the 
agreement,  the  money  was  to  be  applied  to  a  specific  purpose,  and 
that  purpose  was  an  illegal  one.     We  use  the  word  "illegal,"  not 
in  the  sense  of  malum  in  se  nor  mala  prohibitum,  but  in  the  sense 
in  which  it  is  used,  to  describe  the  unauthorized  acts  of  corpora- 
tions, acts  and  contracts  ultra  vires."^     A  contract  in  violation  of 
a  statutory  prohibition,  is  illegal  and  void,  and  will  support  no 
action  to  enforce  it,  if  such  appears  to  have  been  the  legislative 
intent ;  but,  otherwise,  if  it  appears  by  the  other  provisions  of  the 
statute,  that  it  was  not  the  intent  of  the  prohibition,  to  make  the 
contract  void."^     A  prohibitory  statute  may  be  merely  declaratory 
of  the  common  law,  as  was  held,  where  an  enabling  statute  pro- 
vided, that  the  assets  of  the  corporation  should  be  used  for  no 
other  purposes  than  those  of  its  corporation  creation,  and  some  of 
the  assets  were  loaned  ultra  vires.^*     "In  declaring  the  effect  of 
a  statute,  prohibitory  in  form,  courts  will  have  only  one  object  in 
view,— the  real  purposes  of  the  statute ;  the  real  purposes  of  the 
legislature  in  its  enactment.""^     In  this  the  courts  agree.     Where 
such  forbidden  act  is  illegal  only  because  it  is  prohibited,  but  not 
because  of  any  inherent  wrong,  then,  where  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  in  equity  and  justice,  require  the  return  of  the  property 
or  money  received  by  either  party  under  the  contract,  a  court  of 
equity  may  interpose,  to  grant  relief  by  implying  a  promise  to 
pay,    and  an  action  quasi  ex  contractu  may    be    maintained.^" 
If  the  statute  prohibits  the  corporation  from  making  certain  con 
tfacts,   but,  instead  of  declaring  them  void,  contemplates  some 

60  People  V.  Chicago  G.  T.  Co.,  slgnment,  etc.  Co.,  107  Iowa,  143, 

130  111.  286;   Pittsburg,  etc.  Ry.  v.  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  149. 

Keokuk  Bridge  Co.,  131  U.  S.  371.  «*  Bond  v.   Terrell,   etc.   Co.,   82 

«i  State  V.  Nebraska  D.  Co.,   29  Tex   309,    18    S.   "W.    691;    Butter- 
Neb.  700.  worth,  etc.  v.  Kritzer,  etc.  Co.,  115 

62  Franklin  Co.  v.  Lewiston  Inst.  Mich.  1. 

(1877),  68  Me.  43.  05  Union     National     Bank,     etc. 

03  White  V.   Franklin   Bank,   22  v.  Mathews,  98  XT.  S.  621. 

Pick.    (39   Mass)    181;    In  re  As-  ooPratt  v.  Short,  79  N.  Y.  437, 

35  Am.  Rep.  631. 


[§  913,  914.]       TJLTEA   VIEES    ACTS    AND   CONTEACTS.  1373- 

Other  penalty,  the  contract  will  not  be  held  void;"''  as,  where  a 
prohibition  against  discounting  or  lending  money  on  certain  se- 
curities, expressly  declares  they  shall  be  void  when  taken  in  viola- 
tion of  the  statute,  no  action  can  be  maintained  upon  them."*  The 
mere  fact  of  prohibition,  where  the  statute  does  not  declare  that 
the  prohibited  securities  shall  be  void  if  taken,  will  not  render 
them  void  and  unenforceable.  The  State  may  forfeit  the  cor- 
porate charter  for  the  violation  of  the  statute,  but  the  borrower' 
can  not  defeat  enforcement  by  the  corporation,  of  the  security,  by 
reason  of  such  misuse  of  the  corporate  powers."" 

§  913.  Limitation  of  CQrporate  indebtedness. — The  decis- 
ions of  the  courts  are  in  conflict,  as  to  whether  limitation  by  the 
charter  or  other  statute,  of  the  amount  of  indebtedness  that  a 
corporation  may  incur,  will  render  absolutely  void  its  contract,  in- 
volving increase  of  indebtedness  beyond  the  limit;  or,  whether 
the  limitation  is  to  be  construed  merely  as  directory,  and  the  cor- 
poration receiving  benefits  of  the  contract,  held  estopped  to  set 
up  its  violation  of  the  statute,  in  defense  of  an  action  to  enforce 
such  contract.'"' 

§  914.  Prohibited  loans  to  officers. — "A  statute  prohibiting 
a  corporation  from  making  loans  to  its  officers,  does  not  render 
void  the  promise  of  the  borrower.  Such  a  statute  is  designed  to 
forbid  officers,  who  are  charged  with  the  duty  of  investing  the 
funds  of  the  corporation,  from  borrowing  of  themselves,  and  thus 
to  prevent  the  risk  of  the  funds  being  invested  by  them,  under 
the  promptings  of  self-interest,  upon  insufficient  security.  In 
other  words,  the  purpose  is  to  protect  the  corporation  and  the 
policy-holders  from  the  dishonesty  or  self-interest  of  the  officers. 
It  is  intended  as  a  shield  to  the  corporation.  To  construe  it,  as 
making  the  promises  of  the  officers,  who  borrow  money  in  viola- 
tion of  its  provisions,  void,  would  defeat  the  main  purpose  of  its 
enactitient,  and  would  visit  the  consequences  of  the  unlawful  act 
of  the  officers,  not  upon  themselves,  but  upon  the  corporation,  for 
whose  protection  the  statute  was  made.  It  would  require  a  plain 
expression  of  legislative  intention  to  lead  us  to  such  a  construc- 
tion."'^ It  was  so  held,  where  a  savings  bank,  in  violation  of 
the  statute,  loaned  its  funds  upon  the  security  of  names  alone; 

67  AVashburn  Mill  Co.  v.  Bart=  ■">  Weber  v.  Spokane  Nat.  Bank^ 
lett,  3  N.  D.  138,  54  N.  "W.  544.  29  TJ.  S.  App.  97,  64  Fed.  208. 

68  Pratt  V.  Short,  79  N.  Y.  437,  71  Bowditch  v.  New  England^ 
35  Am.  Rep.  531.  etc.  Co.,  141  Mass.  292,  55  Am.  Rep. 

69  National   Bank,   etc.  v.  Whit-  474. 
ney,  103  U.  S.  99. 
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and  it  was  so  held,  under  the  national  banking  act/^  in  case  of 
a  loan  made  in  excess  of  ten  per  cent,  of  its  capital  stock  ;''^  and 
(under  the  same  act),  in  case  of  loan  by  a  national  bank,  of  money 
on  real  estate  security,  in  violation  of  implied  prohibition  by  the 
act.  "We  can  not  believe  it  was  meant  that  stockholders,  and  per- 
haps depositors  and  other  creditors,  should  be  punished,  and  the 
borrower  rewarded,  by  giving  success  to  this  defense,  whenever 
the  offensive  fact  shall  occur.  The  impending  danger,  of  a  judg- 
ment of  ouster  and  dissolution,  was,  we  think,  the  check,  and  none 
other  contemplated  by  congress.  That  has  been  always  the 
punishment  prescribed  for  the  wanton  violation  of  a  charter,  and 
it  may  be  made  to  follow,  whenever  the  proper  public  authority 
shall  see  fit  to  invoke  its  application.  A  private  person  can  not, 
directly  or  indirectly,  usurp  this  function  of  the  government.'"* 

§  915.  Ultra  vires  corporate  conveyance  or  purchase. — Un- 
less prohibited,  a  corporation  may  acquire,  hold  and  transfer  real 
and  personal  property,  and  the  title  thereto,  subject  to  objection 
only  by  the  State.  The  title  is  defeasible  only  upon  "office  found.'"^ 
"No  one  can  be  heard  to  question  the  right  of  a  corporation  to 
acquire  and  hold  real  estate,  except  the  State  by  which  the  cor- 
poration was  created,  or  that  State,  within  whose  limits,  and  by 
whose  permission  or  authority,  express  or  implied,  it  does  busi- 
ness, and  it  must  so  attack,  by  a  direct  proceeding  instituted  for 
that  purpose.'""  A  corporation,  taking  prohibited  conveyance  of 
land,  may  hold  and  sell  it,  and  recover  the  price,  and  convey  good 
title.  The  only  remedy  of  the  State  for  violation  of  the  prohibi- 
tion, is  in  a  declaration  of  forfeiture  of  the  corporate  charter." 

§  916.  Escheat  of  lands  to  the  State. — In  the  absence  of  an, 
statutory  authority,  the  State  can  not  confiscate  the  land  of  a 
corporation,  on  the  ground  that  it  has  no  power  to  hold  it.  In 
that  case,  the  only  remedy  of  the  State  is  in  proceedings  to  forfeit 
the  charter.''* 

§  917.  Acts  of  confiscation  of  stock  during  the  Rebellion.— 
Each  government,  during  the  rebellion,  passed  acts,  confiscatinji; 

72  Farmington,  etc.  v.  Fall,  71  ville,  etc.  Co.,  93  Va..274,  24  S.  E. 
Me.   49.  1016. 

73  Union,  etc.  Co.  v.  Rocky  77  Lancaster  v.  Amsterdam,  etc. 
Mountain  Nat.  Bank,  96  U.  S.  640.  Co.,    140    N.    Y.    576;    Mallett    v. 

7i  Union     Nat.     Bank,     etc.     v.  Simpson,  94  N.  C.  37. 

Mathews,  98  U.  S.  621.  78  Commonwealth  ,v-  New  York, 

75  Long  V.  Georgia,  etc.  Co.,  91  etc.  Co.,  132  Pa.  St.  591.  7  L.  R.  A. 
Ala.  519,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  931.  634. 

76  Fayette    Land    Co.    v.    Louis- 
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shares  of  stock  held  by  owners  domiciled  in  the  other  section. 
Upon  the  failure  of  the  Confederate  government,  its  acts  of  con- 
fiscation, and  all  transfers  of  stock  in  pursuance  thereof,  became 
null  and  void,  and  the  stock  restored  to  its  owners.''*  Where 
voluntary  payments  of  dividends  by  a  corporation,  were  made  to 
the  illegal  holders  of  the  stock  so  confiscated,  the  dividends  were 
held  to  be  payable,  nevertheless,  to  the  real  owner.*"  Under  the 
confiscation  acts  of  the  United  States  of  1861  and  1862,  stock, 
held  by  owners  who  were  in  the  rebellion,  was  seized  and  effec- 
tively confiscated,  where  the  proceedings  were  regular.'^ 

§  918.  Who  may  object  to  ultra  vires  acts. — Either  the 
State,  or  a  stockholder,  or  the  corporation  itself,  or  anyone  con- 
tracting with  it,  may  object.  The  State  may  object,  and  by  quo 
warranto  proceedings  may  obtain  decree  of  ouster  from  the  exer- 
cise of  any  particular  ultra  vires  act,  or  decree  of  forfeiture  of  the 
charter.  A  stockholder  may  maintain  a  suit  in  equity,  to  enjoin 
payment  of  an  illegal  income  tax  to  the  federal  government,*"  or 
to  enjoin  public  sale  of  a  solvent  corporation,  though  dissolved 
under  a  statute,  when  he  shows  the  intent  to  be  to  freeze  out 
the  minority  and  reorganize  under  the  laws  of  another  State. *^ 
The  charter  is  a  contract  between  the  corporation  and  each  one 
of  its  stockholders.'*  Any  ultra  vires  act  is  a  breach  of  that 
contract,  of  which  any  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  may  com- 
plain.*^ Although  a  corporation's  power  to  acquire  real  estate 
is  limited  by  the  charter,  if  it  transcends  its  power  in  that  respect, 
a  conveyance  to  it  is  not  void ;  only  the  State  can  object.  ■  It  is 
valid  until  assailed  in  a  direct  proceeding,  instituted  by  the  State 
for  that  purpose.*"  Whether  or  not  the  property  taken  for  the 
corporate  purposes,  is  necessary,  is  a  matter  between  the  State 
and  the  corporation.  "It  would  lead  to  infinite  inconvenience 
and  embarrassments,  if,  in  the  suits  by  corporations  to  recover 
the  possession  of  their  property,  inquiries  were  permitted  as 
to  the  necessity  of  such  property  for  the  purposes  of  their  incor- 

T»  Dewing  v.  Perdlcaris   (1877),  ss  Treadwell  v.  United,  etc.  Co. 

96  U.   S.  193;    Central  R.  R.  etc.  (1900),  47  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  613. 
Co.  V.  Ward  (1868),  37  Ga.  515.  si  Livingston  v.  Lynch,  4  Johns. 

soKeppel   V.   Petersburg  R.   R.,  Ch.  573;  Hartford  &  New  Haven  R. 

Chase's  Dec.  167,  14  Fed.  Cas.  357.  R.  v.  Croswell  (1843),  5  Hill,  383, 

81  Miller  V.  United  States  (1870),  40  Am.  Dec.  354. 

11  Wall.  268;  Chapman  v.  Phoenix  ss  Harding  v.  American,  etc.  Co. 
Nat.  Bank,  85  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  340.       (1899),   182    111.   551,   74   Am.    St. 

82  Pollock  V.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.      Rep.  189.' 

Co.  (1895),  157  U.  S.  429,'  seMallett  v.  Simpson,  94  N.  C. 

37. 
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poration,  and  the  title  made  to  rest  upon  the  existence  of  that 
necessity."*^  - 

§  919.  Other  acts  and  contracts  by  the  corporation  which, 
without  express  authority,  are  ultra  vires. — Corporations  cre- 
ated for  a  specific  object,  have  no  power  to  take  and  hold  real 
estate  for  purposes  wholly  foreign  to  that  object.^^  In  New  York 
corporations  are  held  to  be  incapable  of  taking  lands  by  devise.^" 
A  public  corporation  can  not  alienate  its  property,  where  it  is 
necessary  to  its  efficient  service  to  the  public.  A  corporation  can 
not  be  a  trustee,  unless  the  objects  which  the  trust  is  intended  to 
accomplish,  are  within  the  general  scope  of  the  corporate  pur- 
poses.""  A  corporation  has  no  power  to  loan  money,  unless  there 
is  a  special  clause  to  that  effect,  in  its  charter.^'  A  bank,  em- 
powered to  discount  liegotiable  notes,  has  no  power  to  purchase 
such  notes."^  A  corporation  can  not  increase  or  decrease  its  cap- 
ital stock,  without  express  legislative  authority,'^  and  the  law 
must  be  accepted,  or  acquiesced  in,  by  the  stockholders.^*  A  na- 
tional bank  can  not  increase  its  capital  stock,  without  the  approval 
of  the  Comptroller,  as  the  representative  of  the  government.'* 
A  corporation  can  not  issue  preferred  stock,  without  express 
authority  in  its  charter,  or  by  the  law  under  which  the  cor- 
poration is  organized.""  A  corporation  can  not  purchase  its  own 
stock,  in  exchange  for  money  or  other  property,  and  hold,  re- 
issue or  retire  the  same,  ■  unless  the  purchase  be  in  entire  good 
faith,  in  an  exchange  for  equal  value,  and  free  from  all  fraud, 
actual  or  constructive,  and  the  corporation  be  not  insolvent  or  in 
process  of  dissolution,  and  the  rights  of  creditors  be  not  in- 
juriously affected."'  A  corporation  can  not  invest  its  corporate 
funds,  in  the  purchase  of  stock  of  another  corporation."*  A  for- 
eign corporation  can  not  purchase  stock  in  a  domestic  corpora- 

87  Mr.  Justice  Field  in  Natoma,  93  Scovill  v.   Thayer,   105   U.   S. 
etc.  Co.  V.  Clarkson,  14  Cal.  552;  143;  Thomp.  Liab.  Stock.,  §  115. 
Hough  V.  Cook  County  L.  Co.,  73  9*  Bidman    v.    Bowman,    58    111. 
111.  23;  Pritts  v.  Palmer,  132  U.  S.  144. 

293.  ^^  Winters     v.     Armstrong,     37 

88  Inhabitants,    etc.    v.    Cole,    3      Fed.  508. 

Pick,   (Mass.)   232.  os  Thomas  v.  Railway,  101  U.  S. 

89  Downing  v.  Marshall,  23  N.  71;  "Warren  v.  King,  108  TJ.  S.  389. 
Y.  366,  80  Am.  Dec.  290.  »^  Chapin  v.   Greenlee,   38   Ohio 

90  Trustees  v.  Peaslee,  15  N.  H.      St.  275. 

317.  98  People  v.  Chicago  G.  T.   Co., 

91  Chambers  v.  Falkner,  65  Ala.  130  111.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  497,  17  Am. 
448.  St.  Rep.   319;    Hill  v.  Nesbit,  lOO 

92  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  13  Ind.  341. 
Pet.   (U.  S.)   519. 
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tion,  for  the  purpose  of.  controlling  it.°'  A  corporation  can  not  dis- 
criminate between  its  stockholders,  in  the  declaration  or  payment 
of  a  dividend.^  A  pooling  contract  between  common  carriers,  to 
prevent  competition,  is  ultra  vires,  illegal,  and  void.^  A  railroad 
corporation  has  no  authority  to  guarantee  the  bonds  of,  or  lend 
its  credit  to,  another  corporation.*  It  can  not  make  a  long  lease 
of  its  road  and  appurtenances,  and  for  the  exercise  of  its  powers.* 
It  can  not  mortgage  or  transfer  its  franchises."  It  can  not  con- 
solidate with  another  corporation,  without  express  authority  of 
the  legislature.* 

§  920.  Test  to  distinguish  the  acts  of  directors  from  corpo- 
rate acts. — "To  distinguish  unauthorized  acts  of  directors  from 
those  of  the  corporation,  the  test  is,  whether  the  acts  performed 
on  the  contracts  entered  into  are  for  purposes  which  are  reasonably 
incidental  to  the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the  company.  ■  To 
arrive  at  this  determination,  the  charter,  which  is  the  constitution 
of  the  corporation,  and  the  law  under  which  it  is  organized,  must 
be  consulted.  Bona  Mes  can  not  be  the  sole  test;  otherwise,  it 
is  truly  said,  you  might  have  a  lunatic  conducting  the  affairs  of 
the  company,  and  paying  away  its  money  with  both  hands,  in 
a  manner  perfectly  hona  fide,  yet  perfectly  irrational.  The  test 
must  be,  what  is  reasonably  incidental,  and  within  the  reasonable 
scope  of  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  company."' 

§  921.  Ultra  vires  acts  of  directors  and  agents. — Directors 
of  an  insolvent  corporation,  can  not,  as  creditors  of  such  corpora- 
tion, secure  to  themselves  a  preference.*  They  can  not  declare 
a  dividend,  with  knowledge  that  there  are  no  profits.*  A  bank 
president  can  not  dispose  of  the  cash  and'  credits  of  the  banks, 
for  the  purpose  of  settling  the  demands  of  its  creditors,^"  nor  can 
he  surrender  or  release  a  claim  of  the  bank  against  any  one.^^ 

99  Buckeye  Marble  Co.  v.  Har-  Ry.  Co.,  130  U.  S.  1;  Central  T. 
vey,  92  Tenn.  115.  Co.  v.  Pullman  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24. 

1  Kent  V.   Quicksilver  Min.  Co.,  s  Supra,   §  831. 

78  N.  Y.  159;   Reese  v.  Bank,  31  « Pearce  v.  Madison   R.   Co.   21 

Pa.  St.  78,  72  Am.  Dec.  726.  How  (U.  S.)  441. 

2  Cleveland,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Clos-  1  Pickering  v.  Stephenson,  L.  R. 
ser,  126  Ind.  348,  9  L.  R.  A.  794;  14  Eq.  340. 

Denver,  etc.  Co.  v.  Atchison,  etc.  s  Smith    v.    Putnam,    61    N.    H. 

R.  Co.,  110  U.  S.   667;    Interstate  632. 

Commerce  Act,  24  U.   S.   Stat,  at  »  Slayderv  v.   Seip,  25  Mo.  App. 

L.  380.  439. 

3  Penn.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  10  Hoyt  v.  Thompson,  5  N.  Y. 
Co.,  118  U.  S.  290;  Davis  v.  Old  320;  Holt  v.  Winfleld  Bank,  25 
Colony  R.  R.  Co.,  131  Mass.  258,  Fed.  812. 

41  Am.  Rep.  221.  11  Olney  v.  Chadsey,  7  R.  I.  224. 

4  Oregon  Ry.  Co.  v.   Oregonian 
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§  922.  Visitation.  Visitorial  power  over  charitable  and 
other  public  institutions. — To  assure  and  enforce  obedience  to 
the  charters  or  constitutions,  ordinances  and  by-laws  of  corpora- 
tions, and  generally  to  maintain  their  peace  and  good  government, 
these  bodies  are  subject  to  visitation,  or  in  other  words,  to  the  in- 
spection and  control  of  tribunals  recognized  by  the  laws  of  the 
land.^     Although  the  rule,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  appointment 


1  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 
tions, §  684.  Thus  in  American 
Printing  House  v.  Trustees,  104 
U.  S.  711,  the  plaintiff  corporation 
was  organized  in  Kentucky  for 
the  purpose  of  printing  books  for 
the  blind,  and  provided  in  its 
charter  that  the  presidents  of  the 
state's  boards  of  trustees  con- 
tributing to  the  general  scheme 
should  constitute  a  board  of  visit- 
ors   with   the    right   to    visit   the 


printing-house,  examine  its  books, 
investigate  the  proceedings  of  its 
trustees,  and  to  appoint  new  ones 
in  case  of  mismanagement.  With 
this  provision  in  view  a  board  of 
trustees  was  organized  in  Louisi- 
ana and  ■  received  contributions 
from  the  Kentucky  corporation. 
Subsequently  the  charter  of  the 
latter  corporation  was  altered  by 
the  legislature  so  that  the  right 
of   visitation   was   no   longer   left 
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of  visitors  by  the  founder,  the  visitorial  power  rests  in  his  heirs, 
seems  always  to  have  been  recognized  as  law  in  this  country,  yet 
the  difference  between  the  condition  of  heirs  in  England,  where 
the  inheritance  descends  to  the  eldest  son  or  brother,  and  in  this 
country,  where  it  vests  in  all  the  children,  male  and  female,  in- 
differently, is  such  as  would  render  the  rule  extremely  difficult  of 
application  in  practice,  especially  after  a  considerable  lapse  of 
time,  and  many  descents  cast.^  Accordingly,  while  the  internal 
affairs  of  ecclesiastical  and  eleemosynary  corporations,  are,  in 
some  instances,  still  inspected  and  controlled  by  private  visitors,' 
public  corporations  are  visited  by  the  government  itself,  generally 
through  the  medium  of  the  courts  of  justice,*  but  sometimes 
through  boards  of  visitors  appointed  by  the  State.^  Thus,  the 
Medical  College  of  Virginia,  incorporated  in  1854,  is  a  public  cor- 
poration, the  visitorial  authority  is  in  the  State,  the  power  of 
removing  and  appointing  the  visitors  is  reserved  in  the  charter 
to  the  legislature,  and  the  governor  has  authority  only  to  fill  vacan- 
cies caused  by  death,  resignation,  or  otherwise;  he  may  not  re- 
move and  so  create  a  vacancy,  in  order  to  fill  it." 


to  th?  presidents  of  the  state 
boards  of  trustees.  The  con- 
tributors thereupon  demanded  a 
return  of  their  money,  and  the 
Kentucky  corporation  brought 
suit  against  the  Louisiana  board 
to  recover  the  same,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  change  in  the  char- 
ter was  such  as  to  excuse  defend- 
ant from  making  payment  to 
plaintiff,  especially  since  the  orig- 
inal contributors  insisted  on  a  re- 
turn of  their  money. 

2Angell  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 
tions, §  687. 

3  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 
tions, §  684;  Maryland  Univ.  v. 
Williams,  9  Gill  &  J.  401;  "Pow- 
ers of  Visitation  in  Eleemosy- 
nary Corporations,"  19  L.  Mag.  1; 
"Mandamus  in  Ecclesiastical  Cases 
in  America,"  18  L.  Rep.  421. 

*  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 
tions, §  684;  Kyd  on  Corporations, 
174;  2  Kent's  Commentaries,  300, 
SOI;  Burney's  Case,  2  Bland,  Ch. 
141.     See,  generally,  State  v.  Rail- 


way Co.,  45  Wis.  592;  "Police  Pow- 
ers and  Boards  of  Health,"  6  N. 
J.  L.  J.  135;  "Subjection  of  Pri- 
vate Rights  to  Police  Powers  ef 
the  State,"  by  W.  P.  Wade,  6  So. 
L.  Rev.  N.  S.  59;  "Public  Policy 
&  Police  Powers  of  the  State,"  by 
Alfred  Orendorff,  5  111.  St.  Bar. 
Assn.  Rep.  72;  "The  Brooklyn 
Bridge  Case — Mandamus,"  20  Alb. 
L.  J.  44;  "Mandamus  in  United 
States  Courts,"  by  Glendower 
Evans,  19  Am.  L.  Rev.  505;  "Man- 
damus in  Ohio,"  by  H.  L.  Peeke, 
13  W.  L.  Bui.  507;  "Mandamus 
in  Ohio,"  by  W.  H.  Pope,  15  W. 
L.  Bui.  47;  "Legislative  &  Judicial 
Control  over  Charters  of  Incor- 
poration," by  C.  J.  IngersoU,  5 
Dem.  Rev.  99;  "Corporate  Duties," 
1  L.  J.  480;  "Indictment  of  Cor- 
porations," by  Adelbert  Hamil- 
ton, 6  Crim.  L.  Mag.  317. 

5  As,  for  example,  boards  of  rail- 
way commissioners. 

6  Lewis  V.  Whittle,  77  Va.  415. 
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§  923.  State  and  federal  control  over  corporations,  gen- 
erally.— A  State  creating  a  corporation  has  no  visitorial  power 
over  it  to  correct  corporate  abuses,  except  where  municipal  char- 
itable or  religious  corporations  abuse  their  franchises,  pervert  the 
purpose  of  their  organization,  or  misappropriate  their  funds,  or 
where  private  corporations,  chartered  for  limited  purposes,  exceed 
their  powers,  and  are  restrained  from  further  violations.^  The 
United  States,  though  creator  of  the  Pacific  Railroad,  can  not 
exercise  visitorial  power  over  it,  respecting  frauds  in  its  man- 
agement.' It  is-  questioned,  whether  the  State  can  enjoin  a  merely 
ultra  vires  act  of  a  corporation.  Its  remedy  is  by  quo  warranto.^ 
But  it  may  enjoin  a  criminal  act,  as  prize  fighting  j'^"  or  the 
abuse  or  misuse  of  corporate  franchises ;  '^'^  or  the  United  States 
may  enjoin  the  violation  of  a  federal  charter.^^  But  visitation,, 
strictly  speaking,  is  now  of  little  practical  importance,  as  com- 
pared with  the  subject  of  State  and  federal  control  of  civil  cor- 
porations. This  governmental  control  of  corporations  seems  to 
be  founded  quite  as  much  upon  the  broad  basis  of  public  policy,, 
as  upon  the  idea  that  the  sovereign,  or  State,  has  succeeded  to  the 
rights  of  prehistoric  founder-s.;  for  we  find  it  declared  that  this 
power  over  corporations  is  co-extensive  with  the  State's  contro^ 
of  individuals,,^'  the  inference  being  that  the  exercise  thereof  does- 
not  depend  upon  the  technical  system  of  law,  peculiar  to  corporate 
bodies. 

§  924.  Control  over  public  corporations.  What  are  public 
uses. — An  important  distinction  between  private  corporations- 
and  gwa^yi-public  corporations  is,  with  respect  to  legislative 
control.  QMOvfj-public  corporations  are  subject  to  governmental' 
visitation  and  control,  as  creatures  or  instrumentalities  of  the 
State,  whereas  strictly  private  corporations  are  not  subject  to 

^  Attorney  General  v.  Tudor  Ice,  104  Tenn.  715,  59  S.  W.  1033,  78 

Co.   (1870),  104  Mass.  239,  6  Am.  Am.  St.  Rep.  941. 

Rep.  227.  12 -United     States     v.     Western 

8  United  States  v.  Union  Pacific  Union  T.  Co.  (1892),  50  Fed.  281,. 
R.  Co.   (1870),  98  U.  S.  569.  160  U.   S.    (1895). 

9  Stockton  V.  American,  etc.  Co.  la  Bank  of  the  Republic  v.  Ham- 
(1897),  55  N.  J.  Eg.  352,  36  Atl.  ilton,  21  111.  53.  Such  general 
971.;  People  v.  Ballard  (1892),  rights  and  powers  of  corporations 
134  N.  Y.  269,  17  L.  R.  A.  737.  as  are  not  Intended  to  be  secured 

10  Columbian  Athletic  Club  v.  to  them  as  property,  are  subject 
State   (1895),  143  Ind.  98.  to  legislative  control  in  the  same 

11  State  V.  American,  etc.  Assn.  manner  as  individuals.  Bank  of 
(1896),  64  Minn.  349,  67  N.  W.  1;  the  Republic  V.  Hamilton,  21  IIU 
State  V.   Schlitz,   etc.  Co.    (1900),  53. 
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visitation  or  control  by  the  State,  except  in  its  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  their  charters  being  contracts,  which  the  State  is 
prohibited  from  impairing.  A  bank  is  a  public  corporation,  where 
its  stock  belongs  exclusively  to  the  State,  and  is  subject  to  legis- 
lative control.^*  A  canal  is  a  private  corporation.^"  An  asso- 
ciation of  mutual  insurance  companies  for  their  mutual  benefit,  is 
a  private  corporation.^"  School  districts  are  public  corporations.^' 
A  county  is  a  public  corporation,  and  may  be  abolished  by  the 
State.^*  The  principle,  that  there  is  no  peculiar  sanctity  attaching 
to  the  rights  and  property  of  artificial  persons  as  distinguished 
from  natural  persons,  that  both  are  equally  protected  by  the  con- 
stitution aiid  both  equally  subject  to  legislative  control,  finds  a 
further  application  in  the  regulation  of  property  dedicated  to  a 
public  use.  Whenever  any  person  pursues  a  ptiblic  calling,  and 
sustains  such  relations  to  the  public  that  the  people  must,  of  ne- 
cessity deal  with  him,  and  are  under  a  moral  duress  to  submit  to 
his. terms  if  he  is  unrestrained  by  law,  then,  in  order  to  prevent 
extortion,  and  an  abuse  of  his  position,  the  price  he  may  charge 
for  his  services  may  be  regulated  by  law.^"  When  private  prop- 
erty is  "affected  with  a  public  interest,  it  ceases  to  be  juris  privati 
only."  This  was  said  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Hale  more  than 
three  hundred  years  ago,  in  his  treatise  De  Portibus  Maris,"^"  and 
has  been  accepted  without  objection,  as  an  essential  element  in 
the  law  of  property  ever  since.  Property  does  become  clothed 
with  a  public  interest,  when  used  in  a  manner  to  make  it  of  public 
consequence  and  affect  the  community  at  large.^^  "It  has  been 
customary  in  England,  from  time  immemorial,  and  in  this  country 
from  its  first  colonization,  to  regulate  ferries,  common  carriers, 
hackmen,  bakers,  millers,  wharfingers,  innkeepers,  et  cetera,  and 
in  so  doing,  to  fix  a  maximum  of  charge  to  be  made  for  services 

1*  Oliver  V.  Worcester,  102  Mass.  Jones   (N.  C),  L.  258;    Bac.  Abr. 

489,  3  Am.  Rep.  485;  Mobile,  etc.  tit.      "Carriers"      D.;       Murray's 

Bank  V.  Collins,  7  Ala.  95.  Lessee  v.  Hoboken  L.  &  I.  Co.,  18 

15  Hooker    v.    New,   Haven,    15  How.  272;  Kirkham  v.  Shawcrass, 
Conn.   312.  6  T.  R.  17;  2  Peake  N.  P.  C.  185; 

16  Newcomb      v.      Boston,      etc.  10  M.  &  W.  415;   Ogden  v.  Saun- 
Dept.,  151  Mass.  215.  ders,    12    Wheat.    259;     Mills    v. 

iT/n  re  Farm,  61  N.  H.  376.  County  Commissioners,  4   111.  53;, 

IS  Mills   v.   Williams,    33    N.   C.  Trustees  of  Schools  v.  Tatman,  13 

558.  111.  37. 

19  Commonwealth  v.   Duane,   98  20  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  78. 

Mass.  1;    State  v.  Perry,   5  Jones  ziMunn    v.    Illinois    (1876),    94 

(N.  C),  L.  252;   State  v.  Nixon,  5  U.  S.  113,  126. 
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rendered,  accommodations  furnished  and  articles  sold."^^  "A  rail- 
road company,  particularly,  is  a  carrier  for  hire,  incorporated 
with  extraordinary  powers  and  privileges,  in  order  that  it  may 
better  serve  the  public  in  that  capacity,  and  being  engaged  in 
public  employment  affecting  the  public  interest,  the  company  is 
subject  to  legislative  control,  as  to  its  rates  of  fare  and  freight."''' 
Under  the  charter,  it  fixes  the  rates,  or  authorizes  the  corporation 
to  fix  them.^*  "To  this  day  statutes  are  to  be  found  in  many  of 
the  States  upon  some  or  all  these  subjects;  and  we  think  it  has 
never  yet  been  successfully  contended  that  such  legislation  came 
within  any  of  the  constitutional  prohibitions  against  interference 
with  private  property."^"  "When,  therefore,  one  devotes  his 
property  to  a  use  in  which  the  public  has  an  interest,  he,  in  effect, 
grants  to  the  public  an  interest  in  that  use',  and  must  submit  to 
be  controlled  by  the  public  for  the  common  good,  to  the  extent 
of  the  interest  he  has  thus  created.  He  may  withdraw  his  grant 
by  discontinuing  the  use,  but  so  long  as  he  maintains  the  use,  he 
must  submit  to  the  control."^"  If  the  charter,  without  reserva- 
tion, gives  such  a  company  the  right  to  fix  its  rates,  and  charges, 
this  is  a  contract  between  the  State  and  the  corporation,  which 
the  legislature  can  not  subsequently  impair,  by  reducing  or  limit- 
ing its  charges,^^  but  otherwise,  if  the  legislature  reserved  the 

22Munn  V.  Illinois,  94  TJ.  S.  113,  §  7;  and  in  1848,  'to  make  all  nec- 

125.  essary       regulations       respecting 

23  Chicago  R.  Co.  v.  Iowa,  94  U.  hackney  carriages  asd  the  rates  of 

S.  155.  fare  of  the  same,  and  the  rates  of 

2*  Stone  V.  Farmers',  etc.  Co.,  hauling  by  cartmen,  wagoners, 
116  U.  S.  307;  Lake  Shore,  etc.  carmen  and  draymen,  and  the 
Co.  V.  Smith,  173  U.  S.  684;  City  rates  of  commission  of  auction- 
of  Danville  v.  Danville  Water  Co.,  eers.'  9  Stat.  224,  §  2."  Munn  v. 
180  111.  235;  City  of  Indianapolis  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  125. 
V.  Navin,  151  Ind.  139,  41  L.  R.  20  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113, 
A.  337;  Railway  Co.  v.  Fuller,  17  126.  In  Buffalo  E.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wall.  560;  Covington  Bridge  Co.  Buffalo  St.  R.  Co.  (1889),  111  N. 
V.  Kentucky,  154  U.  S.  204;  Peik  Y.  132,  it  was  held  that  although 
v.  Chicago,  etc.  Co.,  92  U.  S.  164;  a  contract  be'tween  two  street  rail- 
People  V.  Wabash,  etc.  Co.,  104  way  companies  respecting  rates, 
111.  476.  was  terminated  by  N.  Y.  Act  of 

25  "With  the  fifth  amendment  In  1875,    requiring    a    reduction    in 

force,  congress  in  1820  conferred  charges,    yet,    the    matter    being 

power  upon  the  city  of  Washing-  within   the   police    power   of    the 

ton  'to  regulate     .     .     .    the  rates  state,  the  statute  was  not  uncon- 

of   wharfage   at   private   wharves,  stitutional  as  impairing  the  obli- 

.     .     .    the  sweeping  of  chimneys,  gation  of   contracts, 

and  to  fix  the  rate  of  fees  there-  27  Los   Angeles  v.  Los  Angeles, 

for    .     .     .     and   the   weight   and  etc.  Co.,  177  U.  S.  558;  Lake  Shore, 

quality    of    bread.'      3    Stat.    587,  etc.  Co.  v.  Smith,  173  U.  S.  684; 
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power  to  alter,  or  amend,  or  repeal,  the  charter,  it  may  fix  any 
reasonable  limitations  upon  the  rate  of  charges.^'  In  the  absence 
of  statutory  regulations  as  to  charges,  it  is  implied  in  every  char- 
ter of  such  a  corporation,  as  railway,  etc.,  that  the  compensation 
for  carriage,  or  other  public  service,  shall  be  reasonable.'"  And 
the  power  of  the  State  to  limit  and  regulate  charges  within  its 
borders,  extends  to  corporations  created  by  the  United  States."" 
but  the  railroad  must  be  given  opportunity  for  judicial  hearing." 
The  principle  enunciated  in  Munn  v.  Illinois,'''  with  respect  to  the 
regulation  of  grain  elevators,  has  been  applied  again  in  the  line 
of  decisions  known  as  the  "Granger  Cases,"  and  in  the  "Railroad 
Commission  Cases."  The  Granger  Cases  "decided  that  railroads 
are  subject  to  the  supervision  and  control  of  the  legislature,  like 
all  carriers  at  common  law,  being  engaged  in  a  public  employment 
affecting  the  public  interest,  and  therefore,  under  the  decision  of 
Munn  V.  Illinois,  subject  to  legislation  as  to  the  rates  of  fare  and 
freight,  unless  protected  by  their  'cha,rters ;  that  in  the  absence  of 
charter  contracts,  the  charges  by  railroad  companies  for  services 
within  the  State,  may  be  limited  by  the  legislature,  and  a  maxi- 
mum of  charges  prescribed ;  that,  where  the  State  constitution  re- 
serves a  right  of  amendment  or  repeal,  the  legislature  may  pre- 
scribe a  maximum,  although  the  charter  authorizes  such  charges 
as  are  reasonable ;  that  more  than  the  maximum  fixed  by  the  legis- 
lature can  not  be  recovered  by  the  company  by  showing  that  the 
amount  charged  was  no  more  than  reasonable  for  the  services."'' 

Pingree  v.  Mich.  Cent.  R.  Co.,  118  cago  &  N.  R.  Co.   (1876),  94  U.  S. 

Mich.-  314,     53     L.     R.    A.     274;  164,     178,     where     Chief     Justice 

Skaneateles,  etc.  Co.  v.  Village  of  "Walte  said,  "As  to  the  claim  that 

Skaneateles,  161  N.  Y.  154,  46  L.  the   courts   must   decide   what   is 

R.   A.  687;   Covington,  etc.  Co.  v.  reasonable    and    not    the    legisla- 

Sanford,  164  U.  S.  578.  ture.    This  is  not  new  to  this  case. 

28  Shield  V.  Ohio,  94  U.  S.  319;  It   has   been   fully   considered   in 

Parker  v.  Metro  R.  Co.,  109  Mass.  Munn   v.    Illinois,    94    U.    S.    113. 

506;  Smith  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.,  Where  property  has  been  clothed 

114  Mich.  460,  173  U.  S.  684.  with  a  public  interest,  the  legis- 

20  Ruggles  V.  Illinois,  108  XJ.  S.  lature    may    fix    a    limit   to   that 

537.  which  shall  in  law  be  reasonable 

30  Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466.  for  its  use.     This  limit  binds  the 

31  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.  Minnesota,  courts  as  well  as  the  people.  If 
134  U.  S.  418.  it  has  been  improperly  fixed,  the 

32  Mum  V.  Illinois,  94  XJ.  S.  113.  legislature,   not  the   courts,   must 

33  "The  Dartmouth  College  Case  be  appealed  to  for  the  change." 
and  Private  Corporations,"  by  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ack- 
WlUiam  P.  Wells  (1886),  9  Am.  ley,  94  U.  S.  179;  Winona  &  St. 
Bar  Assn.  Rep.  229,  247,  citing  Chi-  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Blake,  94  U.  S.  180; 
cago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  lewa  Stone  v.  Wisconsin,  94  U.  S.  181; 
(1876),  94  U.  S.  155;  Peik  v.  Chi-  Ruggles  v.  Illinois,  108  U.  S.  562. 
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"The  'Railroad  Commission  Cases'  affirm  the  'Granger  Cases,* 
and  go  beyond  them,  sustaining  the  vaHdity  of  a  statute  regulat- 
ing rates  of  transportation  and  creating  a  State  board  of  com- 
missioners to  supervise  and  enforce  the  same.'"**  "The  power  of 
a  State  to  regulate  the  charges  of  railway  companies  for  the 
tralnsportation  of  persons  and  property  within  her  limits,  is  gov- 
ernmental, and  if  it  can  be  bargained  away  at  all,  it  can  only  be 
by  words  of  positive  grant,  or  something  which  is  in  law  equiv- 
alent. If  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt,  it  is  to  be  resolved  in  favor 
of  the  existence  of  the  power.  A  surrender  of  such  powers  'ought 
not  to  be  presuined  unless  the  purpose  appears  to  have  been  delib- 
erately entertained  and  is  distinctly  expressed.'  "^°  Upon  the 
same,  principle,  the  State  may  regulate  telephone  charges.  The 
fact  that  telephones  are  patented  is  immaterial;  nor  does  such 
regulation  "take"  property  so  as  to  unlawfully  interfere  with 
vested  rights.'"  Telegraph  and  telephoiie  companies  are  subject 
to  legislative  control,  the  same  as  are  other  common  carriers,  and 
their  rates  of  charge  may  be  fixed  by  statute.^'  A  corporation 
organized  to  telegraph  stock  quotations,  must  serve  all  who  offer 
to  pay  for  the  service.**^  But  every  corporation  need  not  deal 
with  the  whole  community — as,  a  Board  of  Trade  may  determine  to 
what  class  of  outside  persons,  its  telegraphic  reports  shall  be 
furnished.'"  Upon  a  like  principle,  telegraph  and  telephone  com- 
panies, whose  wires  have  become  a  nuisance  in  the  streets  of 
titles,  have  been  subjected  to  the  control  of  the  police  power.*" 
And  gas  companies  have  been  required  to  make,  at  their  own  cost, 

34  "The  Dartmouth  College  Case  st  Central  Union,  etc.  Co.  v. 
and  Private  Corporations,"  by  Bradbury-,  106  Ind.  1;  State  v.  Ne- 
William  P.  Wells  (1886),  9  Am.  braska,  etc.  Co.,  17  Neb.  126,  52 
Bar.  Assn.  Rep.  229,  248,  citing  Am.  Rep.  404;  American,  etc.  Co. 
Railroad  Commission  Cases,  116  v.  Connecticut,  etc.  Co.,  49  Conn. 
U.  S.  30.7.  352,  44  Am.  Rep.  237,  59  Am.  Rep. 

35  Hare's  American  Constitu-  172.  Hockett  v.  State,  105  Ind. 
tional  Law,  667,  citing  Providence  250,  55  Am.  Rep.  201. 

Bank   v.   Billings,   4    Peters,    514,  38  Friedman  '  v.    Gold,    etc.    Co., 

561;    Stone   v.    Farmers'    Loan    &  32  Hun  (N.  Y.),  4. 

Trust  Co.,  116  U.  S.  307,  325;,  Rail-  so  Marine,  etc.  Exch.  v.  Western 

road    Company    v.    Maryland,    21  Union,  etc.  Co.,  22  Fed.  23,  17  Fed. 

Wall.   456;    Chicago,    B.   &   ,Q.   R.  23,  note;   Metropolitan,  etc.  Exch. 

Co.  V.  Iowa   (1876),  94  U.  S.  155;  v.  Chicago  B.  of  T.,  15  Fed.  847. 

Ruggles  V.  Illinois,  108  U.  S.  526,  « Western  U.  T.  Co.  v.  Adams, 

531.  87  Ind.  598.  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  776; 

36  Hockett  V.  State,  105  Ind.  250,  Western  U.  T.  Co.  v.  Meek,  49  Ind. ' 
55  Am.  Rep.  201.'  53. 
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such  changes  as  public  convenience  or  security  requires.*^  The 
manufacture  of  gas,  and  its  distribution  by  means  of  pipes  laid, 
under  legislative  authority,  in  the  streets  and  ways  of  a  city,  is 
not  an  ordinary  business,  in  which  every  one  may  engage,  as  of 
common  right,  upon  terms  of  equality-;  but  it  is  a  franchise,  re- 
lating to  matters  of  which  the  State  may  exercise  control.  Ac- 
cordingly, an  agreement  between  a  city  and  a  gas  company,  for 
the  supply  of  gas  for  a  period  longer  than  that  authorized  by  law, 
will  not  affect  the  right  of  the  city  to  fix  the  price  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  legal  time.*^  And  in  California  it  is  held,  that 
water  companies,  formed  under  the  act  of  1858,  have  no  right, 
which  the  State  is  prohibited  by  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States  from  impairing  or  taking  away.  Their  charges  may  be  fixed 
by  a  commission  made  of  persons  selected  as  required  by  that 
act.*'  A  water  company  may  be  enjoined  from  cutting  off  the 
water  supply  from  any  person  without  reasonable  cause,  and  may 
be  compelled  to  furnish  water  at  reasonable  rates  to  all  persons, 
without  partiality  to  any.**  And  the  legislature  may  exercise 
like  control  over  other  quasi-pviblic  corporations.*^  A  gas  com- 
pany can  not  refuse  to  furnish  gas  to  the  occupant  of  certain 
premises,  because  he  has  failed  to  pay  for  gas  furnished  to  him 
in  other  premises.**  When  the  exigency  properly  calls  for  ex- 
ercise of  the  police  power,  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  determine; 
but  what  are  the  subjects  for  exercise  of  the  power,  is  a  judicial 

*i  Western   U.   T.   Co.   v.   Meek,  *b  Vide    infra,     §§     1034,     1035, 

49  Ind.  53;  Water  Works  v.  Schott-  Railroads;   Mayor  v.  Norwich  R. 

ler,  110  U.  S.  347,  Wilgus'  Cas.  Co., -109  Mass  103;   Union,  etc.  Co. 

42  Ernst  V.  New  Orleans,  etc.  y.  United  States,  99  U.  S.  700; 
Co.,  29  La.  Ann.  550,  2  South.  415;  Cross  t.  Railway  Co.,  35  W.  Va. 
McCrary  v.  Baudry,  67  Cal.  120;  172;  Mumma  v.  Potomac  Co.,  8 
Silkman  v.  Yonkers  Water  Com-  Pet.  (U.  S.)  281;  People  v. 
missioners,  152  N.  Y.  327,  37  L.  O'Brien,  11  N.  Y.  1,  52  N.  Y.  Supp. 
R.  A.  287;  Sickles  t.  Manhattan,  Ct.  519;  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.  Iowa, 
etc.  Co.,  66  How.  (N.  Y.)  305;  Coy  94  V.  S.  155;  Stone  v.  Farmers', 
V.  Indianapolis,  etc.  Co.,  146  Ind.  etc.  Co.,  116  U.  S.  307;  Illinois 
665,  36  L.  R.  A.  5S5;  Portland,  etc.  Central  R.  R.  v.  People,  95  111. 
Co.  V.  State,  135  Ind.  54,  21  L.  R.  313;  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.  v. 
A.  639;  State  v.  Ironton  Gas.  Co.,  Smith,  173  U.  S.  684;  Ruggles  v. 
37  Ohio  St.  45.  Illinois,   91  111.   256;    Rogers,' etc. 

43  Spring  Valley  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Fergus,  178  111.  571;  City  of 
V.  Schottler  (1883),  110  U.  S.  347,  Danville  v.  Danville  Water  Co., 
550,  351,  Field,  J.,  dissenting.  180  111.  235;   City  of  India^iapolls 

**  Commonwealth     v.     Eastern,  v.  Navin,  151  Ind.  139,  41  L.  R.  A. 

etc.  Co.,  103  Mass.  254,  4  Am.  Rep.  337. 

555;  Albany,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Brow-         *8  Lloyd   v.    Wash.    etc.    Co.,    1 

nell,  24  N.  Y.  345.  Mack.  D.  C.  331. 
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question.*'  The  appropriate  regulation  of  the  use  of  property, 
is  not  a  "taking"  of  property,  within  the  meaning  of  the  federal 
constitution.*'  The  legislature  may  prohibit  payment  of  rebate, 
or  other  discrimination,  as,  to  rates  of  charge  for  service.**  It 
may  compel  a  railway  company  to  fence  its  road ;°°  may  impose 
payment  of  double  damage,  for  injury  to  stock  killed  on  un- 
fenced  railway ;  ^^  may  impose  penalty  for  delay  in  forwarding 
freight;"^  may  forbid  the  running  of  freight  trains  on  Sunday;'* 
may  regulate  the  grade  and  crossing  of  railways;'*  may  prohibit 
running  rail  cars  by  steam  within  certain  city  limits ;'''  may  reg- 
ulate liability  of  railway  for  injuries  to  its  employes;"  may  re- 
quire payment  in  cash,  instead  of  merchandise,  of  orders  given  in 
payment  of  wages  f  may  make  the  corporation  liable  for  damages 
by  fire  along  its  route,  when  started  by  sparks  from  its  engines  ;'* 
may  require  the  ringing  of  bells,  or  sounding  of  whistle,  before 
crossing  a  road  f^  may  require  construction  of  bridges  a.t  turn- 
pike crossings  f  may  regulate  the  speed  of  trains  through  towns 
and  cities,"^  and  may  compel  the  stoppage  of  passenger  trains  at 
stations.  "The . legislative  control  may  be  extended  to  the  super- 
vision of  the  track,  tending  switches,  running  upon  the  time  of 
other  trains,  running  a  road  with  a  single  track,  using  improper 
rails,  not  using  proper  precautions  by  way  of  safety-beams,  in 
case  of  the  breaking  of  axle  trees,  regulating  the  number  of  brake- 

^T  Lake  View  v.  Rosehill  C.  Co.,  ss  Hennington    v.    Georgia,    163 

70  111.  191,  22  Am.   Rep.  71;   To-  XT.  S.  299. 

ledo,  etc.  Co.  v.  City  of  Jackson-  54  Fitchburg,  etc.  Co.  v.  Grand, 

vile,  67  111.  37;   Jamison  v.  Indi-  etc.  Co.,  1  Allen,  552;   Pittsburgh, 

ana,  etc.  Co.,  128  Ind.  555.  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Southwest,  etc.  Co., 

48  Railway  Co.  v.  Richmond,  96  77  Pa.  St.  173;  Chicago,  «tc.  Co.  v. 

U.  S.  521.  Milwaukee,  97  Wis.  418. 

*9  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.   Good-  BsRailway  Co.  v.  Richmond,  96 

ridge,  149  U.  S.  680.  V.  S.  521. 

50  Thorpe    v.    Rutland,    etc.    R.  56  TuUis  v.  Lake  Erie,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  27  Vt.  140,  62  Am.  Dec.  625;  Co.,  175  U.  S.  348. 

Gorman  v.   Pac.   Ry.   Co.,   26   Mo.  b?  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  v.  Harbi- 

441;   Kan.  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mower,  son,  183  U.  S.  13. 

16  Kan.  573;  New  Albany,  etc.  Co.  «» St.    Louis,    etc.    Ry.    Co.    v. 

V.  Tilton,  12  Ind.  3,  74  Am.  Dec.  Mathews,  165  U.  S.  1;   Baltimore 

195;    Ohio  &  Miss.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc-  &  Ohio  Ry.  Co.  v.  Kreger,  61  Ohio 

Clellan,  25  111.  140.  St.   212. 

51  Minn.    etc.  -Co.   v.   Enimonds,  b9  Galena,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Loomis, 
149  U.  S.  364;   Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  13  111.  548,  56  Am.  Dec.  471. 

Co.    V,    Humes,    ll5    TJ.    S.    512;  eo  People  v.  Boston,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 

Humes   v.    Mo.    Pac.   Ry.   Co.,    82  70  N.  Y.  569. 

Mo.   231.  61  Mobile    &    Ohio    Ry.    Co.    v. 

52  McGowan  v.  Wilmington,  etc.  State,  51  Miss.  137. 
Ry.  Co.,  95  N.  C.  417. 
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men  upon  a  train  with  reference  to  the  number  of  cars ;  restrain- 
ing employment  of  intemperate  or  incompetent  engineers,  running 
beyond  a  given  rate  of  speed ;  and  may  regulate  a  thousand  similar 
things,  most  of  which  have  been  made  the  subject  of  legislation, 
or  judicial  determination,  and  all  of  which  may  be."°^  The  State 
can  not  impose  restrictions  which  render  their  franchises  less  ben- 
eficial to  the  corporation.*" 

§  925.  Control  of  fares  and  rates  of  railroads  and  other 
public  corporations. — The  legislative  control  is  extensive  over 
private  corporations,  such  as  railways  an'd  other  common  carriers, 
and  gas,  water,  telegraph,  telephone,  etc.,  companies,  which  have 
assumed  duties  to  perform  to  the  public,  although  a  legislature, 
in  its  exercise  of  police  power,  may  not  revoke  its  grant  of  cor- 
porate franchises,  given  with  exclusive  privileges,  for  example, 
to  a  company  to  furnish  gas  or  water  to  a  municipality.  After 
performance  of  all  conditions  precedent,  it  may,  nevertheless,  reg- 
ulate the  use  of  the  franchise  to  the  extent  of  protecting  the  public 
health  and  morals."*  A  water  company  may  be  compelled  to  sup- 
ply water  to  all,  impartially,  at  reasonable  rates,  and  may  be  en- 
joined from  reducing  or  cutting  off  the  supply,  without  sufficient 
cause."^  And  like  control  is  exercised  over  gas  companies."" 
From  strictly  private  corporations,  the  quasi-puhlic  corporation 
also  differs,  in  being  prohibited  from  making  discriminations,  as 
to  rates  of  charge.  They  must  serve  all  persons  alike,  who  apply 
and  tender  the  rate  of  charge,  and  the  rates  must  be  equal  for 
like  service.  -There  are  other  grounds  upon  which  the  State  as- 
sumes peculiar  control  over  certain  kinds  of  corporation,  to  wit, 
that  they  are,  and  were,  created  to  be  governmental  agents ;  that 
they  are  employed  and  partake  in  the  administration  of  the  public 

62  Per  Chief  Justice  Redfield  in  esMunn  v.  Illinois  (1876),  94 
Tliorpe  V.  Rutland,   etc.   Ry.   Co.,      TJ.  S.  113. 

27  Vt.  141,  62  Am.  Dec.  625.  se  Sickles  v.  Manhattan,  etc.  Co., 

63  In  City  of  Brie  v.  Erie  Canal  66  How.  (N.  Y.)  305;  Coy  v.  In- 
Co.,  59  Pa.  St.  174,  the  charter  of  dianapolis,  etc.  Co.,  146  Ind.  655, 
a  company  gave  them  the  right  to  36  L.  R.  A.  535;  Portland,  etc.  Co. 
a  canal  which  had  been  con-  v.  State,  135  Ind.  54,  21  L.  R.  A. 
structed  by  the  state,  and  it  was  639;  Lloyd  v.  Wash.  ^tc.  Co.,  1 
held  that  they  could  not  be  com-  Mackey,  D.  C.  331;  Ernest  v.  New 
pelled  to  build  bridges  oyer  the  Orleans,  etc.  Co.,  39  La.  Ann.  550, 
canal  at  the  points  where  it  in-  —  So.  415;  McCrary  v.  Baudry, 
tersected  the  public  highways.  67  Cal.  120;   Solkman  v.  Yonkers, 

64  Boyd  v.  Alabama,  —  U.  S.  etc.,  152  N.  Y.  327,  37  L.  R.  A.  827; 
695;  Northwestern,  etc.  v.  Hyde,  Wagner  v.  Rock  Island,  146  111. 
etc.,  97  U.  S.  659.  139,  21  L.  R.  A.  519. 
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affairs  f  that  they  have  control  of  funds  belonging  to  the  State 
or  federal  government  ;"*  or,  that  they  conduct  a  business  in  which 
the  public  has  an  interest,'"  extraordinary  powers,  and  exclusive 
privileges,  having  been  granted  them  for  these  purposes.'"  Thus, 
mandamus  will  issue  to  the  trustees  and  faculty  of  a  public  uni- 
versity endowed  by  congress,  and  supported  by  State  appropria- 
tions, to  compel  the  admission  of  a  person  improperly  rejected.'^ 
Although  an  institution  may  have  been  founded  originally,  by 
private  donations,  the  State  has  a  right  to  follow  its  own  contri- 
butions thereto,  and  to  ascertain  how  they  are  being  applied/^ 
The  sovereign  has  always  assumed  peculiar  control  over  common 
carriers,  as  conducting  a  business  in  which  the  public  has  an 


67  It  Is  upon  this  ground  that 
the  federal  and  state  governments 
exercise  peculiar  control  of  banks. 
"Legislation  on  Banking,"  5  Am. 
Jur.  73.  A  corporation  authorized 
to  establish  a  public  exchange  for 
receiving  deposits  of  and  trans- 
ferring earnest  moneys,  stocks, 
bonds,  and  other  securities,  pro- 
curing and  making  loans  thereon, 
and  guarantying  the  payment  of 
bonds  and  other  obligations,  Is  a 
"loan,  mortgage,  security,  guar- 
anty and  indemnity  company," 
and  a  corporation  "having  the 
power  of  receiving  money  on  de- 
posit," within  N.  Y.  Acts  1874,  ch. 
324,  requiring  reports  from  such 
corporations  to  the  superintendent 
of  the  banking  department.  Peo- 
ple V.  Mutual  Trust  Co.,  96  N.  Y. 
10.  An  action  against  a  national 
bank  for  a  penalty  for  exacting 
usurious  interest,  under  Rev.  Stat. 
TJ.  S.,  §  5198,  may  be  brought  in 
any  county  or  district  court  of 
the  county  in  which  the  bank  is 
located  which  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  amount  involved.  Bank  v. 
Overman  (Neb.  1887),  34  N.  "W. 
Rep.  107;  Schuyler  Nat.  Bank.  v. 
Bollong  (Neb.  1890),  45  N.  W. 
Rep.  164.  The  forfeiture  of  the 
rights,  privileges  and  franchises 
of  a  bank  authorized  by  Rev.  Stat. 
U.  S.,  §  5239,  for  violation  by  its 
directors  of  the  provisions  of  the 
banking  act,  comes  within  section 


1047,  limiting  suits  for  any  pen- 
alty or  forfeiture,  accruing  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  to 
five  years.  Welles  v.  Graves,  41 
Fed.  Rep.  459. 

68  state  V.   White,   82   Ind.   278,, 
43  Am.  Rep.  496. 

®9  Such  as  the  carriage  of  per- 
sons and  property  by  rail.  Vide 
infra,  §  1034.  So  also  warehouses 
and  grain  elevators  are  subject  to 
governmental  control.  Munn  v. 
Illinois,  discussed  supra,  §  924. 

■royide  supra,  §  876.  But  a 
contract,  whereby  a  company 
binds  itself,  in  consideration  of 
certain  privileges,  to  allow  the 
state  to  use  a  certain  amounii  of 
power  in  a  canal  to  be  constructed, 
does  not  give  the  state  the  right 
to  compel  the  company  to  con- 
struct the  canal.  State  v.  Folsom 
Water  Co.  (Cal.  1886),  12  Pac. 
Rep.  388. 

71  State  V.  White,  82  Ind.  278, 
43  Am.  Rep.  496,  holding  that  a 
university  so  endowed  and  main- 
tained can  not  refuse  admission 
to  one  otherwise  entitled,  because 
of  his  refusal  to  sign  a  pledge  to 
disconnect  himself  during  his  col- 
lege course  from  a  secret  society. 

72  "Relation  of  Bloomingdale 
Asylum  to  the  state,"  a  Report  by 
Prof.  Ordronaux,  State  Commis- 
sioner of  Lunacy  (1878),  17  Alb. 
L.  J.  403.  Cf.  Kyd  on  Corpora- 
tions, 51. 
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interest/'  and  in  the  case  of  railway  carriers,  an  additional  basis 
of  governmental  control  is  grounded  in  the  extraordinary  fran- 
chise of  eminent  domain  conferred  upon  these  companies^*  For,, 
corporations  engaged  in  carrying  goods  for  hire  as  common  car- 
riers, have  no  right  to  discriminate  in  freight  rates  in  favor  of 
one  shipper,  even  when  necessary  to  secure  his  custom,  if  the  dis- 
criminating rate  will  tend  to  create  a  monopoly  by  excluding  from 
their  proper  markets  the  products  of  the  competitors  of  the  fav- 
ored shipper.'*  The  visitation  of  railways  in  England  is  vested 
in  the  Board  of  Trade,'*  and  in  America  in  the  several  Sta:te-  Rail- 
road Commissions  and  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 
These  commissions  are  invested  with  general  supervision  of  all 
railroads,  and  are  authorized  to  inquire  into  any  neglect  of  their 
public  duties,  or  violation  of  the  State  or  federal  laws."  And  in- 
many  matters  no  appeal  lies  from  them  to  the  regular  tribunals.'* 


73  Vide  supra,   §   1413. 

■74  Vide  supra,  §  1034.  In  Bur- 
rett.  V.  City  of  New  Haven,  42 
Conn:  174,  It  Is  declared  that  the 
charters  of  corporations  which 
confer  exclusive  privileges  for  the 
particular  advantage  of  the  gran- 
tees, are  to  be  construed  liberally 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  and 
strictly  as  against  the  corpora- 
tions, and  that  the  duty  of  a  rail- 
road company,  under  its  charter, 
to  restore  a  highway  to  its  former 
usefulness  was  not  discharged 
when  it  restored  it  to  a  proper 
condition  at  the  time  the  railroad 
was  constructed,  but  the  duty  was 
a  continuing  one.  "The  duty  to 
maintain  the  usefulness  of  streets, 
under  charters  which  did  not  in 
express  terms  impose  the  obliga- 
tion to  repair,  was  enforced  in 
two  Minnesota  cases — one  reported 
In  36  N.  W.  Rep.  870  (State  v.  St. 
Paul,  etc.  R.  Co.,  Minn.  1888),  and 
the  other  in  39  N.  "W.  Rep.  154 
(State  V.  Minneapolis,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
Minn.  1888)."  Memphis,  P.  P.  & 
B.  R.  Co.  V.  State  (1889),  6  Ry. 
&  Corp.  L.  J.  38§,  holding  upon 
the  same  ground  that  a  street  rail- 
way company  is  bound  to  keep  its 
entire  road-bed  to  the  end  of  its 
ties,   and  its  crossings,  in  repair, 


so  as  not  to  obstruct  travel  across 
its  road  or  longitudinally  upon  it, 
and  this  duty  is  a  continuing  one 
whether  the  charter  so  expressly 
requires  or  not.  A  street  railway 
company  failing  to  so  repair,  and' 
thereby  obstructing  travel,  is  in- 
dictable for  maintaining  a  nui- 
sance, and  upon  failure  to  abate- 
the  nuisance,  the  obstructions  may 
be  removed  by  order  of  the  court. 
715  State  V.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  B. 
Ry.  Co.  (Ohio,  1890),  23  N.  E.  Rep.. 
928,  holding  that  where  a  railroad 
company  fixes  a  rate  of  freight 
per  hundred  pounds,  for  carrying 
petroleum  oil  in  iron  tank  cars,, 
substantially  lower  than  its  rate 
for  transporting  it  in  barrels  in 
car-load  lots,  it  is  exercising  "a. 
franchise,  privilege,  or  right  in 
conti;avention  of  law,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  fourth  clause  of 
section    6761,    Ohio    Rev.    Stat. 

76  Beach  on  Railways,  §  939. 

77  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Board  of  Railroad  Commissioners; 
(Minn.  1890),  46  N.  W.  Rep.  559; 
State  V.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co. 
(Neb.  1890),  45'  N.  W.  Rep.  785; 
Beach  on  Railways,  §§  939,  1020 
et  seq. 

78  No  appeal  lies  to  the  district 
court  from  an  order  of  the  rail- 
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The  powers  have  been  principally  exercised  in  the  regulation  of 
rates,  requiring  the  rates  to  be  reasonable  in  themselves,  and  in 
attempting  to  prevent  discrimination  between  shippers  of  the  same 
class  of  goods,  either  in  charges  or  in  terminal  facilities.'"  Car- 
riers are  not  at  liberty  to  classify  property  as  a  basis  of  transpor- 
tation rates,  and  impose  charges  for  its  carriage  with  exclusive 
regard  to  their  own  interests,  but  they  must  respect  the  interests 
of  those  who  may  have  occasion  to  employ  their  Services,  and 
conform  their  charges  to  the  rules  of  relative  equality  and  justice 
which  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  prescribes.'"     It  is  not  the 


road  and  warehouse  commission 
appointed  under  Minn.  Laws  1887, 
ch.  10,  relating  to  the  mode  of  op- 
erating a  railway  so  as  to  pro- 
mote the  safety  and  convenience 
of  the  public.  Objections  to  such 
an  order  can  only  be  made  by  way 
of  defense  to  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  it.  Minneapolis  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Board  of  Railway 
Commissioners  (Minn.  1890),  46 
N.  "W.  Rep.  559.  Cf.  Spring  Valley 
Water  Works  v.  City  aqd  County 
of  San  Francisco  (Cal.  1890),  7 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  208. 

'9  Under  a  statute  forbidding 
any  discrimination  in  receiving 
and  forwarding  freight,  and  giv- 
ing the  board  of  transportation 
authority  to  investigate  any  al- 
leged violations  of  the  act,  and 
make  necessary  orders,  and  en- 
force them,  the  board  of  transpor- 
tation may  institute  an  action,  in 
a  proper  case,  to  require  a  rail- 
way company  to  furnish  like  facil- 
ities to  erect  an  elevator  at  one 
of  Its  stations  to  any  person  en- 
gaged, or  who  desires  in  good 
faith  to  engage,  in  the  business 
of  receiving,  handling,  and  ship- 
ping grain  over  the  railway.  State 
v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  (Neb. 
1890),  45  N.  W.  Rep.  785,  constru- 
ing Neb.  Act  of  July  1,  1887,  and 
holding  that  while  a  railway  com- 
pany may  Impose  reasonable  con- 
ditions upon  persons  who  erect, 
or  are  about  to  erect,  elevators  at 
stations  on  its  line,  the  conditions 
and  terms  must  be  the  same  to  all. 


But  the  refusal  of  a  railway  com- 
pany to  transport  cattle  for  a 
shipper  in  cars  of  a  special  con- 
struction supplied  by  him,  where 
it  supplies  cars  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, which  it  can  use  more  profit- 
ably and  conveniently  by  reason 
of  their  being  likewise  adapted  for 
ordinary  coal  traflSc  when  not  in 
use  for  carrying  cattle,  is  not  an 
unjust  discrimination  under  the 
Act  of  Congress  to  Regulate  Inter- 
state Commerce.  CU.  S.  C.  Ct. 
1889),  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  364. 

soThurber  v.  The  Railroads 
(Inters.  Com.  Com.  1890),  7  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  269,  holding  that  the 
classification  of  freight  for  trans- 
portation purposes  is  in  terms 
recognized  by  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  and  is  therefore  law- 
ful. If  is  also  a  valuable  con- 
venience both  to  shipper  and  car- 
riers. A  classification  of  freight 
designating  different  classes  for 
car-load  quantities  and  for  less 
than  car-load  quantities  for  trans- 
portation at  a  lower  rate  in  car- 
loads than  in  less  than  car-loads 
is  not  in  contravention  of  the  Act 
to  Regulate  Commerce.  The  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions  of  the 
transportation  in  respect  to  the 
work  done  by  the  carrier  and  the 
revenue  earned,  are  dissimilar, 
and  may  justify  a  reasonable  dif- 
ference in  rate.  The  public  inter- 
ests are  subserved  by  car-load 
classifications  of  property  that  on 
account  of  the  volume  transported 
to  reach  markets  or  supply  the  de- 
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province  of  carriers  to  regulate  business,  or  to  build  up  or  destroy 
markets,  but  it  is  their  duty  to  serve  business  interests  equitably 
and  impartially.  The  public  is  far  more  largely  interested  in 
miscellaneous  shipments  than  in  solid  car-load  shipments  of  one 
kiijd  of  traffic.  While  this  condition  exists,  the  carriers  have  a 
duty  to  perform,  to  make  their  service  equitable,  and  as  reasonable 
as  just  compensation  for  their  work  will  permit.  All  rates  must 
be  reasonable  and  just.'^ 

§  926.  Limitations  of  the  power  to  regulate  rates. — The  leg- 
islature is  not  the  final  judge,  in  fixing,  what  is  may  consider,  as 
reasonable  rates.  Its  action  in  fixing  rates,  is  subject  to  review 
by  the  courts.'^  Courts  have  the  power  and  duty  "to  inquire 
whether  a  body  of  rates  prescribed  by  a  legislature  or  a  commis- 
sion is  unjust  and  unreasonable  and  such  as  to  work  a  practical 


mands  of  trade  throughout  the 
country,  legitimately  or  usually 
moves  in  such  quantities.  Cost  of 
service  is  an  important  element  in 
fixing  transportation  charges  and 
entitled  to  fair  consideration,  hut 
it  is  not  alone  controlling  nor  so 
applied  in  practice  by  carriers, 
and  the  value  of  the  service  to 
the  property  carried  is  an  essen- 
tial factor  to  he  recognized  in  con- 
nection with  other  considerations. 
The  public  interests  are  not  to  be 
subordinated  to  those  of  carriers, 
and  require  proper  regard  for  the 
value  of  the  service  in'  the  ap- 
portionment of  all  charges  upon 
SI  The  Car-Load-Lot  Cases"  ( In- 
ters. Com.  Com.  1890),  7  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  269,  where  the  commis- 
sion continued:  "Differences  rang- 
ing from  forty  per  cent,  to  up- 
wards of  a  hundred  per  cent,  upon 
the  same  goods  to  the  same  desti- 
nation, in  substantially  like  quan- 
tities as  well  as  in  less,  in  the 
same  kind  of  cars,  and  perhaps 
hauled  in  the  same  train,  are  man- 
ifestly neither  reasonable  nor  just, 
and  work  undue  prejudice  and  dis- 
advantage to  shippers  and  consign- 
ees of  miscellaneous  freight,  both 
in  full  car-loads  and  in  smaller 
quantities.  The  circumstance  of 
many    consignors    to    many    con- 


signees of  a  full  car-load  to  the 
same  destination  is  too  unim- 
portant in  the  item  of  cost  of 
handling  to  demand  a  difference 
in  the  rate.  Fractional  differ- 
ences exist  in  all  business,  as  they 
do  under  all  laws  imposing  bur- 
dens, and  in  business  are  sup- 
posed to  be  equalized  by  average 
charges.  For  illustration,  in  the 
passenger  service  quantity  is  not 
considered,  and  passengers  weigh- 
ing three  times  as  much,  and 
with  the  full  limit  of  baggage, 
are  charged  the  same  rate  for  the 
same  journey  as  the  lighter  pas- 
senger without  baggage;  and  a 
few  passengers  in  a  car  pay  no 
higher  rate  than  the  passengers  in 
a  full  car,  though  the  earning  of 
the  two  cars  and  the  cost  of  serv- 
ice per  passenger  differs  widely. 
In  the  case  of  smaller  shipments 
to  many  consignees  at  many  desti- 
nations, there  is  such  material 
difference  in  the  cost  of  service, 
in  the  earnings  of  cars,  and  in  car 
detention  as  to  justify  a  higher 
charge.  A  reasonable  amount  of 
difference  is  difficult  to  adjust, 
but  it  should  not  be  prohibitory 
upon  the  business,  nor  unjustly 
disproportionate." 

82  Regan    v.    Farmers'    Loan    & 
Trust  Co.,  154  U.  S.  362. 
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destruction  to  rights  of  property,  and  if  found  so  to  be,  to  Restrain 
its  operation."  ^'  And,  if  the  rates  established  by  the  legislature,, 
are  so  unreasonable  as  to  threaten  destruction  of  the  value  of  the 
carrying  company's  property,  courts  may  treat  the  question  of  rea- 
sonableness of  rates,  as  a  judicial  question,  involving  the  consfttu- 
tional  right  of  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  and  of  privation  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law.^*  The  police  power  does  not 
extend  so  far  as  to  destroy  or  impair  a  franchise,  or  a  power  nec- 
essary to  its  exercise.^"  A  charter  of  a  railroad  corporation  ex- 
pressly empowering  it  to  fix  the  rate  of  fares  within  certain  limits, 
is  a  contract  between  the  State  and  the  corporation.  It  is  a  part  of 
the  corporate  franchise,  and  passes,  upon  sale,  to  another  corpora- 
tion purchasing  the  property  and  franchises  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany,^°  but,  as  held  in  Ohio,  without  right  to  charge  any  higher 
rates  than  authorized  by  general  law,  to  be  charged  by  railways.*^ 
Charter  restrictions,  as  to  rates  chargeable  by  the  corporation, 
attach  to  the  corporate  franchise,  in  the  hands  of  any  successor 
purchasing  them.**  The  rates  and  contracts  of  these  corporations, 
are  subject  to  State  control,  generally  exercised  through  a  board 
of  visitors,  or  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,*'  whose  extensive 
powers  of  discretion  are  sometimes  held  to  be  beyond  appeal.'*' 
It  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  this  power  of  limitation  or  regulation 
is  itself  without  limit.  The  power  to  regulate  is  not  a  power  to 
destroy,  and  limitation    is  not    the  equivalent    of    confiscation. 


83  Smyth    V.    Ames,    169    U.    S.  good  v.  Mohawk,  etc.  Co.,  18  Wend. 

466;     Chicago,     etc.    Ry.     Co.    v.  9,  31  Am.  Dec.  313;  Edgewood  R. 

Tompkins,    176   V.    S.    167;    Lake  R.  Co.'s  Appeal,  79  Pa.  St.  257. 

Shore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Smith,  173  U.  S.  ss  Ball    v.    Rutland    R.    Co.,    93 

684.  Fed.  513. 

8*  Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466;  st  Pittsburgh,  etc.  Co.  v.  Moore,. 
Railway  Co.  v.  Gill,  156  U.  S.  649 ;  33  Ohio  St.  384. 
Covington  v.    Sanford,   164   U.   S.  ss  Campbell  v.  Marietta,  etc.  Co.,. 
578;    Chicago,    etc.   Co.   v.:  Tomp-  23  Ohio  St.  168. 
kins,  176  U.  S.  167;   Louisville  &  ss  State  v.   Cincinnati,   etc.   Co.,. 
N.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Kentucky,  183  U.  S.  47    Ohio   St.    130,    23    N.    E.    928; 
503 ;  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Smith,  Minn.  etc.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Comm's, 
173  U.   S.   68:4;   Purdy  v.  Erie  R.  44  Minn.  336,  46  N.  "W.  559;  State- 
Co.,  162  N.  Y.  42;  Cotting  v.  Kan-  v.  Mo.  Pac.  R.  Co.,  29  Neb.  550, 
sas  -City,   etc.   Co.,  183   U.   S.   79;  45  N.  W.  785;  Central,  etc.  R.  Co. 
San  Diego,  etc.  Co.  v.  San  Diego,  v.  State  (Ga.),  42  L.  R.  A.  518. 
118  Cal.  556,  38  L.  R.  A.  460.  so  Minn.    etc.    Co.    v.    Railroad 

85  Beekman     v.     Saratoga,     etc.  Comm'rs,  44  Minn.  336,  46  N.  W- 

Co.,  3  Paige,  73;  Ten  Eyck  v.  Del.,  559. 
etc.  Co.,  18  N.  J.  Law,  200;  Blood- 
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tJnder  pretense  of  regulating  fares  and  freights,  the  State  can 
not  require  a  railroad  corporation  to  carry  persons  or  property 
without  reward;  neither  can  it  do  that,  which,  in  law,  amounts 
to  a  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use,  without  just  com- 
pensation or  without  due  process  of  law."^  The  legislature  has 
unrestrained  power  over  such  corporations  only  as  may  be  char- 
acterized as  agents  of  the  government'!^  While  private  charters 
are  protected  under  the  rule  in  the  Dartmouth  College  Case, 
private  corporations  are,  nevertheless,  subject,  like  natural  per- 
sons, to  those  regulations  which  the  State  may  prescribe  for  the 
good  government  of  the  community .°^  The  State,  however,  does 
not  possess  unrestricted  power  over  private  corporations  not  in- 
vested with  political  power,  nor  created  to  be  employed  and  par- 
take in  the  administration  of  government,  nor  to  control  funds 
belonging  to  the  State,  nor  to  conduct  transactions  in  which  the 
State  is  interested.'*  A  court  of  equity  has  no  power,  either  at 
common  law,  or  under  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  to  compel 
a  railroad  company  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  another  com-^ 
pany  for  a  joint  through  rate  or  joint  through  routing  of  freight 
and  passengers.'^  The  common  law  imposes  no  obligation  on 
railroad  companies  to  enter  into  such  contracts.  "At  common 
law  a  carrier  is  not  bound  to  carry,  except  on  his  own  line ;  and 
we  think  it  quite  clear  that  if  he  contracts  to  go  beyond,  he  may, 
in  the  absence  of  statutory  regulations  to  the  contrary,  determine 
for  himself  what  agencies  he  will  employ.'"®    Neither  has  the 


01  Smith  V.  Ames  (1898),  169  »« AtcMson,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe 
U.  S.  466;  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.  R.  Co.  v.  Denver  &  N.  0.  R.  Co., 
Tompkins  (1900),  176  U.  S.  167;  110  U.  S.  667-680.  Making-  con- 
Reagan  V.  Farmers',  etc.  Co.  tracts  for  parties  "is  not  within 
(1894),  154  U.  S.  362;  St.  Louis,  the  scope  of  judicial  power."  Ex- 
etc.  Ry.  V.  Gill  (1895),  156  TJ.  S.  press  Cases,  117  U.  S.  1-26.  In 
649;  Waite,  C.  J.,  in  Stone  t.  the  case  last  cited  the  court. 
Trust  Co.,  116  U.  S.  331.  speaking  of  the  decree  of  the  court 

92  Louisville  v.  President,  etc.  of  below  fixing  and  regulating  the 
University,  15  B.  Mon.  642,  hold-  terms  upon  which  the  railroad 
ing  that  a  university  is  not  in-  company  and  the  express  company 
eluded.  should  do  business,  said:  "In  this 

93  Gorman  v.  Pacific  Railroad,  way,  as  it  seems  to  us,  the  court 
26  Mo.  441.  has  made  an  arrangement  for  the 

8*  Louisville  v.  President,  etc.  of  business     intercourse     of     these 

University,  .15  B.  Mon.  642.  companies,  such  as  in  its  opinion 

85  Little  Rock  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  they  ought  to  have  made  for  them- 

Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.  (U.  S.  C.  selves,  and  that  we  said  in  Atchi- 

Ct.  1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  285.  son,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Railroad' 
Vol.  II  — 88 


1394 


LEGISLATIVE  CONTEOL. 


[§  926. 


power  been  conferred,  as  yet,  upon  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission."' "The  regulation  of  matters  of  this  kind  is  legislative 
in  its  character,  not  judicial.  To  what  extent  it  must  come,  if 
it  comes  at  all,  from  congress,  and  to  what  extent  it  may  come 
from  the  States,  are  questions  we  do  not  now  undertake  to  decide ; 
but  that  it  must  come,  when  it  does  come,  from  some  source  of 
legislative  power,  we  do  not  doubt."''  A  statute  requiring  a  rail- 
road to  issue  mileage  books  at  certain  rates,  is  invalid.'"  A  stat- 
ute so  framed  as  to  apply  to  only  one  corporation,  is  invalid.^ 
Some  examples  of  exercise  of  legislative  power  in  regulation  of 
the  business  and  charges  of  railway  corporations,  are  as  follows : 
A  statute  regulating  charges  upon  interstate  transportation,  held 
void;^  a  statute  requiring  every  railroad  to  stop  three  trains  a 
day,  if  as  many  are  run,  at  places  having  3,000  inhabitants,  held 
not  repugnant  to  the  United  States  Constitution,  as  applied  to 
interstate  trains,  unregulated  by  any  Act  of  Congress;'  a  re- 
quirement that  every  train  shall  stop  a  certain  length  of  time  at 


Co.  V.  Denver  &  New  Orleans  Rail- 
road Co.,  110  U.  S.  667,  followed 
at  this  term  In  Pullman's  Palace 
Car  Co.  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Rail- 
way Co.,  il5  U.  S.  587,  could  not 
be  done." 

97  Little  Rock,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  (U.  S.  C.  Ct. 
1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  285,  288, 
where  the  court  said:  "Has  the 
jurisdiction  been  conferred  by  the 
Act  of  Congress?  Complainant 
maintains  that  it  has  by  the  third 
section  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act.  It  would  serve  no  use- 
ful purpose  for  the  court  to  en- 
gage in  an  extended  discussion 
of  this  question.  It  has  been  dis- 
cussed and  decided  by  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  in 
the  Little  Rock  &  Memphis  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Bast  Tenn.,  V.  &  Ga. 
R.  Co.  and  the  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  & 
S.  Ry.  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  1.  In 
that  case  the  present  plaintiff  was 
seeking  the  same  relief  that  it 
seeks  in  this  case,  and  its  petition 
was  dismissed  on  the  distinct 
ground  that  the  Act  of  Congress 
does  not,  as  does  the  present  Eng- 
lish  statute,   invest   the   Commis- 


sion or  the  courts  with  the  power 
to  compel  companies  to  enter  into 
through  routing  and  through  rate 
contracts.  The  case  of  Chicago  & 
A.  R.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  1 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  9,  and  360,  and  the 
opinion  of  Judge  Jackson  in  Ken- 
tucky &  Indiana  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  Co.,  2  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  351,  37  Fed.  Rep.  567, 
are  to  the  same  effect." 

»8  Little  Rock,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  (U.  S.  C.  Ct. 
1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  285, 
quoting  the  Express  Cases,  117  U. 
S.  1,  29.  See  to  the  same  effect 
Kentucky  &  Indiana  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  Co.,  2 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  351,  37  Fed.  Rep.  567. 

09  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Smith, 
173  U.  S.  684;  Beardsley  v.  N.  Y. 
etc.  Co.,  163  N.  Y.  230.  See  Purdy 
V.  Erie  R.  Co.,  162  N.  Y.  42. 

1  Cotting  V.  Kansas  City  Stock- 
yards Co.,  183  U.   S.   79. 

2  Wabash,  etc.  Co.  v.  Illinois, 
118  F.  S.  557;  Railway  Co.  v.  Hef- 
ley,  158  U.  S.  98;  Louisville  &  N. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Eubank,  184  U.  S.  27. 

3  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ohio, 
173  U.  S.  285. 
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any  county  seat,  held  invalid  as  to  a  through  express,  where  four 
other  trains  a  day  stopped  ;*  and  requiring  at  intersections  of  dif- 
ferent railways,  facilities  for  transfer  of  cars,  was  held  not  to  be 
regulation  of  interstate  commerce.' 

§  927.  Requirement  of  annual  reports. — In  New  York  all 
corporations  are  required  to  report  annually  the  amount  of  their 
capital,  the  proportion  actually  paid  in  and  the  amount  of  existing 
debts.  And  non-compliance  with  the  statute  renders  the  directors 
personally  liable,  jointly  and  severally,  for  the  corporate  debts." 
There  are  similar  statutes  in  other  States.'  Non-compliance,  how- 
ever, is  not  a  ground  of  forfeiture  of  charter.*  The  report,  under 
.;he  New  York  act,  must  be  filed  within  twenty  days  "from"  the 
1st  of  January  in  each  year,  and  it  is  held  that  this  means  "after" 
chat  date,  so  that  a  report,  published  in  the  preceding  year,  within 
twenty  days  before  the  ist  of  January,  is  of  no  avail,  although 
nade  in  good  faith.'  But,  if  before  the  time  for  filing  a  report, 
Ihe  object  fails,  for  which  the  corporation  was  organized,  it  need 
not  be  made.^°  The  Illinois  statute  of  May  lo,  190 1,  requiring 
;hat  corporations,  other  than  railroad,  etc.,  companies,  shall  an- 
lually  report  to  the  Secretary  of  State  the  location  of  their  prin- 
:ipal  offices,  and  whether  or  not  it  is  engaged  in  active  business, 
applies  to  corporations  not  for  pecuniary  profit",  as  well  as  to 
.b,trictly  business  corporaiions ;  the  term,  "active  business,"  as 
a^ed  in  the  statute,  meaning  the  exercise  of  corporate  powers.^^ 

i  Cleveland,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  1111-  in  at  $50,000,  "all  paid  cash,  pat- 

..iOis,  177  U.  S.  514.  ent-rlghts,    merchandise,    machin- 

BWisconsin,  etc.  Co.  v.  Jacobson,  ery,    accounts,    etc.,    necessary   to 

l79  U.  S.  287.  the   business,"   and    further   gave 

8  N.   Y.   Laws    of   1848,    ch.   40,  the      existing      indebtedness      at 

i  12,  as  amended  by  Laws  of  1875,  $38,500,    was   in   compliance   with 

xih.  510.     In  an  action  against  a  the  statute,   no  statement  of  the 

director  for  the  debt  of  a  corpora-  proportion  paid  in  cash  being  re- 

tion,  upon  the  ground  of  failure  quired.    Whitaker  v.  Masterton,  12 

10  file  an  annual  report,  it  was  not  N.  E.  Rep.  604  (N.  Y.  1887). 

iirejadlcial    error    to    admit    the  1 E.    g.    Ind.    Rev.    Stat.    1881, 

judgment    roll     of    a    judgment  1 3641. 

against   the    corporation   for   the  s  state  v.  Brownstown  &  R.  V. 

same  debt,  for  the  purpose  only  Gravel-Road  Co.    (Ind.   1889),   22 

of  proving  the  costs  in  that  action,  N.  E.  Rep.  316. 

which  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  to  »  Cincinnati    Cooperage    Co.   -v. 

recover,    when    the    finding    was  O'Kleffie   (N.  Y.  1890),  24  N.   E. 

against  the  claim.    .    Post-Express  Rep.  993. 

Printing  Co.  V.  Coursey  (1890),  10  loKirkland   v.   Kille,    99   N.   Y. 

N.  Y.  Supp.  497.    A  report  which  390. 

stated  the  amount  of  capital   at  n  People  v.  Rose  (1904),  207  111. 

$50,000,  the  amount  of  capital  piid  352. 
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§  928.  Police  power  of  the  State. — In  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  of  the  State,  the  legislature  has  as  full  power  to  con- 
trol and  regulate  the  conduct  of  a  corporation,  as  it  has  in  the 
case  of  a  natural  person.  "Whatever  differences  of  opinion  may 
exist  as  to  the  extent  and  boundaries  of  the  police  power,  and 
however  difficult  it  may  be  to  render  a  satisfactory  definition  of 
it,  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  it  does  extend  to  the  protection 
of  the  lives,  health,  and  property  of  the  citizens,  and  to  the  pres- 
ervation of  good  order  and  the  public  morals.  The  legislature 
can  not,  by  any  contract,  divest  itself  of  the  power  to  provide  for 
these  objects.  They  belong  emphatically  to  that  class  of  objects, 
which  demand  the  application  of  the  maxim  salus  populi  supremos 
lex;  and  they  are  to  be  attained  and  provided  for,  by  such  ap- 
propriate means  as  the  legislative  discretion  may  devise.  That 
discretion  can  no  more  be  bargained  away  than  the  power  itself."^^ 
Whenever  the  public  welfare  demands  it,  the  police  power  of  the 
State  may  be  exercised  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  legislature.. 
The  power  extends  to  all  classes  of  corporations.  Thus,  a  council 
may  regulate  the  speed  of  trains,'^'  even  though  a  federal  receiver 
is  in  charge  of  the  railroad.'^*  The  prohibition  in  the  federal 
constitution  against  the  passage  of  State  laws  impairing  the  ob- 
ligation of  contracts,  has  no  peculiar  application  to  the  rights  of 
artificial  persons  distinguishing  them  from  natural  persons.  The- 
vested  rights  of  both  are  equally  sacred;  arid  both  are  equally 
subject  to  legislative  control.^"  All  that  was  decided  by  the 
Dartmouth  College  case,  and  the  line  of  cases  following  it,  was,, 
that  the  charter  of  a  private  corporation  is,  or  rather,  may  con- 

12  Boston    Beer    Co.    v.    Massa-  persons,  in  spite  of  the  constitu- 

chusetts,    97    U.    S.    25;    Boyd   v.  tional  prohibition,"     .     .     .     viz.: 

Alabama,  94  U.  S,  645.  "that  which  the  states  have  passed 

18  Pearsall    v.    Great    Northern  in    the    sxercise    of    their    police 

Ry.  Co.  (1896),  161  U.  S.  646.  power.     The  very  nature  of  this- 

i*Erb   V.   Morasch    (1900),   177  power;    the  fact  that   it  is   exer- 

U.  S.  584.  cised    'to    regulate    unwholesome 

15  Boston  Beer  Co.  v.  Massachu-  trades,  slaughter-houses,  opera- 
setts,  97  TJ.  S.  25,  32.  "The  gen-  tions  offensive  to  the  senses;'  that 
ei-al  rule  is,  undoubtedly,  as  it  is  for  the  protection  of  the  pub- 
stated  above,  that  the  charter  of  lie  health,  morals  and  safety,. 
a  corporation  is  a  contract,  and  make  it  necessary  that  the  gov- 
that  a  state  cannot  alter  or  re-  ernment  should  never  bargain 
voke  it  without  the  consent  of  away  this  power,  or  part  with  it, 
the  corporation ;  but  there  is  a  cer-  if  it  is  to  properly  perform  the 
tain  class  of  legislation  which  ap-  duties  it  owes  to  its  citizens." 
plies,  the  courts  have  held,  to  cor-  Smith  on  Private  Corporations,  23. 
porations  no  less  than  to  natural 
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'iain,^"  one  or  more  of  those  contract's  which  the  State  shall  'flOt 
impair.'^'  Subject  to'  this  and  other  "constitutional  limitations, 
the  rights  of  all  persons,  whether  natural  or  artificial,  are  under 
such  legislative  control  as  the  legislatui-e  may  deem  necessary  for 
the  general  welfare,  and  it  is  a  fundamental  error,  to  suppose  there 
is  any  diflference  in  this  respect  between  the  rights  of  na!tural  and 
'  artificial  persons. '  They  both  stand  upon  precisely  the  same  foot- 
ing. While  personal  liberty  is  guaranteed,  by  the  constitution,  to 
■every  citizen!,  yet,  by  disregarding  the  rights  of  others,  one  may 
forfeit  not  only  liberty,  biit  even  life:  itself."  So,  a  corporation, 
by  refusing  to  conform  to  the  laws  of  its  creation,  or,  by  so 
conducting  its  business  afifairs  as  to  defeat  the  objects  and  pur- 
poses of  its  promoters,  and  the  design  of  the  legislature  in  crea- 
ting it,  may  forfeit  its  right  to  further  carry  on  its  business,  and 
also  its  existence  as  an  artificial  being."^'  "The  sovereign  police 
power  which  the  State  possesses,  is  to  be  exercised  only  for  the 
general  public  welfare,  but  it  reaches  to  every  person,  to  every 
kind  of  business,  to  every  species  of  property  within  the  common- 
wealth."^" Subject  only  to  federal  and  State  constitutional  re- 
straints, the  legislative  power  of  control  over  corporations,  is  as 
unlimited  as  is  its  lawmaking  power  for  the  government  of  natural 
persons,  within  its  territorial  jurisdiction.^"  These  political  powers 
of  the  federal  and  State  governments  over  corporations,  may  be 
classed,  first,  as  police  power  to  regulate  the  use  of  property,  and 
second,  the  power  to  tax,  and  incidentally  to  take  private  property 
without  direct  compensation,  and  third,  the  power  of  eminent 
■domain,  to  take  private  property  for  public  purpose,  making  just 
■compensation.  The  power  is  necessarily  inherent  in  the  State  to 
control  and  modify  a  corporation,  and  regulate  the  use  of  its 
property  by  virtue  of  its  police  power.^^    A  State  can  compel  an, 

18  stone  V.  Mississippi,  101  IT.  S.  4  Am.  Rep,  400;    Mugler  v.  Kan- 

■816.  sas,  122  U.  S.  623;  Cincinnati,  etc. 

IT  In  Long's  Appeall,  87  Pa.  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  166  U.  S.  22. 

114,  the  court  said  that  the  rights  20  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.  Needles. 

ot  artificial  persons  were  not  more  113  U.  S.  574;  New  York,  etc.  Ry. 

sacred  than,  those  of  natural  per-  Co.  v.  Bristol,  151  U.  S.  556;  Eagle, 

sons,  and  that  while  the  leglsla-  etc.  Co.  v.  Ohio,  153  U.   S.   446; 

ture  could  not  impair  either,   it  State  v.  Goodwill,  25  Am.  St.  Rep. 

might  regulate  both  and  provide  870,  note;  Thorpe  v.  Rutland,  etc. 

the  mode  in  which  they  should  be  R.  Co.,  27  Vt.  140,  62  Am.  Dec.  625. 

enforced.  21  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  v.  Needles, 

18  Ward  V.  Farwell,  97  111.  593;  113  U.  S.  574;  Lakeview  v.  Rose- 
Smith  on  Private  Corporations,  hill  C.  Co.,  70  111.  191,  22  Am. 
26,  27.  Rep.  71. 

i»  People  V.  Salem,  20  Mich.  452, 
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insurance  company  to  make  detailed  returns.^'  The  State  not 
only  possesses  the  power,  but  it  is  its  duty  also,  to  provide  for 
the  protection  of  the  lives,  health  and  property  of  its  citizens,  and 
to  preserve  the  public  order  and  morals.  These  are  the  ends  of 
all  government,  to  which  both  natural  and  charter  rights  are  sub- 
ject, and  no  legislature  can  contract  against  the  performance  of 
these  obligations  of  the  State  to  its  citizens.^"  Any  charter,  there- 
fore, by  which  the  legislature  may  attempt  to  restrict  itself  or 
future  legislatures  in  the  exercise  of  these  essential  attributes  of 
sovereignty,  is,  to  that  extent,  void.^* 

§  929.  (a)  Police  power  to  regulate  rates  and  service  by  rail- 
roads, etc. — Where  a  city  has  authority  to  make  rules  for  the 
sanitary  protection  of  its  water  supply,  ^  rule,  prohibiting  riparian 
proprietors  from  polluting  the  stream  used  for  such  supply,  is 
a  proper  exercise  of  the  State's  police  power.^°  The  leading  case 
on  police  power  of  the  State  to  control  and  regulate  charges  for 
the  use  of  property  devoted  to  public  use,  is  Munn  v.  Illinois."* 
The  term  "police  power,"  is  illy  chosen  and  misleading,  because 
"police  is  in  general  the  system  of  precaution  for  the  prevention 


22  Eagle,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ohio,  153 
U.  S.  446. 

23  Butchers'  Union,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Crescent  City,  etc.  Co.,  Ill  IT.  S. 
746;  Stone  v.  Mississippi,  101  U.  S. 
814;  Northwestern  Fertilizing  Co. 
V.  Hyde  Park,  97  U.  S.  659;  Bos- 
ton Beer  Co.  v.  Massachusetts,  97 
XJ.  S.  25.  "Whatever  differences  of 
opinion  may  exist  as  to  the  ex- 
tent and  boundaries  of  the  police 
power,  and  however  diflBcult  it 
may  be  to  render  a  satisfactory 
definition  of  it,  there  seems  to  be 
no  doubt  that  It  does  extend  to  the 
protection  of  the  lives,  health  ana 
property  of  the  citizens,  and  to  the 
preservation  of  good  order  and  the 
public  morals.  The  legislature 
cannot  by  any  contract  divest  It- 
self of  the  power  to  provide  for 
these  objects.  They  belong  em- 
phatically to  that  class  of  objects 
which  demand  the  application  of 
the  maxim.  Solus  popuK  suprema 
lex,  and  they  are  to  be  attained 
and  provided  for  by  such  appro- 
priate means  as  the  legislative  dis- 


cretion may  devise.  That  discre- 
tion can  no  more  be  bargained 
away  than  the  power  itself." 
Hare's  American  Constitutional 
Law,  615;  Bartemeyer  v.  Iowa,  18 
Wall.  129;  Boyd  v.  Alabama,  94 
TJ.  S.  645. 

24  Tiedeman's  Limitations  of  the 
Police  Power,  580.  The  legisla- 
ture "cannot  bargain  away  the 
public  health  or  public  morals," 
and  authority  granted  by  statute 
to  corporations  or  individuals  to 
engage  in  particular  private  busi- 
ness detrimental  to  the  public, 
does  not  constitute  a  contract  pre- 
venting the  withdrawal  of  such 
authority.  Boston  Beer  Co.  v.  Mas- 
sachusetts, 97  U. ,  S.  25;  North- 
western Fertilizing  Co.  v.  Hyde 
Park,  97  U.  S.  659;  Boyd  v.  Ala- 
bama, 94  U.  S.  645;  Stone  v.  Mis- 
sissippi, 101  U.  S.  814;  Butchers' 
Union  Co.  v.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill 
U.  S.  746. 

25  Sprague  v.  Dorr  (Mass.  1903), 
69  N.  E.  344. 

23  Munn  V.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113. 
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of  crimes  and  calamities."^^  Beyond  the  scope  of  these  ordinary 
police  regulations,  is  the  "police  power,"  as  applied  to  the  legis- 
lative control  over  so-called  gwa^Z-corporations,  such  as  railroads 
and  other  common  carriers,  water  and  gas  companies,  etc.,  which, 
though  private  corporations  for  pecuniary  profit,  their  under- 
takings and  property  are  devoted  to  public  use,  and  to  serve  the 
necessities  of  the  public  generally. 

§  930-  (h)  Police  power  in  abatement  of  nuisance. — Neither 
is  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  with  respect  to  nuisances,  with- 
in the  constitutional,  prohibition.  This  power  belonged  to  the 
States  prior  to  their  ratification  of  the  federal  compact.  "They 
did  not  surrender  it  then,  and  they  all  have  it  now."^'  Thus,  a 
charter  authorizing  the  manufacture  of  animal  matter  into  a  fer- 
tilizer is  not  a  contract  guarantying  exemption  from  the  exercise 
of  the  police  power  of  the  State,  when  the  business  becomes  a 
nuisance  by  reason  of  the  growth  of  population  around  the  locality 
originally  selected.^®  Upon  a  like  principle  telegraph  and  tele- 
phone companies,  whose  wires  have  become  a  nuisance  in  the 
streets  of  cities,  have  been  subjected  to  the  control  of  the  police 
power.'"     And  gas  companies  have  been  required  to  make,  at 


27  Kansas  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Mower, 
16  Kan.  571. 

28  Northwestern  Fertilizing  Co. 
Y.  Hyde  Park,  97  U.  S.  659,  667. 
This  power  "extends  to  the  entire 
property  and  business  within  their 
local  jurisdiction.  Both  are  sub- 
ject to  It  in  all  proper  cases.  It 
rests  upon  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciple that  every  one  shall  so  use 
his  own  as  not  to  wrong  and  in- 
jure another.  To  regulate  and 
abate  nuisances  is  one  of  its  or- 
dinary functions."  Northwestern 
Fertilizing  Co.  v.  Hyde  Park,  97 
U.  S.  659,  667. 

29  Northwestern  Fertilizing  Co. 
V.  Hyde  Park,  97  U.  S.  659.  "Every 
right,  from  absolute  ownership  In 
property  down  to  a  mere  easement, 
is  purchased  and  holden  subject  to 
the  restriction  that  it  shall  be  so 
exercised  ,as  not  to  injure  others. 
Though  at  the  time  it  be  remote 
a,nd  inoffensive,  the  purchaser  is 
bound  to  know  at  his  peril  that  it 
may  become  otherwise  by  the  resi- 
dence of  many  people  in  Its  vicin- 


ity, and  Wiat  it  must  yield  to  by- 
laws and  other  regular  remedies 
for  the  suppression  of  nuisances. 
In  such  cases  prescription,  what- 
ever the  length  of  time,  has  no  ap- 
plication. Every  day's  continu- 
ance is  a  new  offense,  and  It  Is  no 
justification  that  the  party  com- 
plaining came  voluntarily  within 
Its  reach.  Pure  air  and  the  com- 
fortable enjoyment  of  property  are 
as  much  rights  belonging  to  It  as 
the  right  of  possession  and  occu- 
pancy. If  population,  where  there 
was  none  before,  approaches  a 
nuisance,  It  Is  the  duty  of  those 
liable  at  once  to  put  an  end  to  It." 
Coates  V.  Mayor  of  New  York,  7 
Cowen,  585;  Brick  Presbyterian 
Church  V.  Mayor  of  New  York,  5 
Cowen,  538,  542;  Hare's  American 
Constitutional  Law,  617. 

30  Central  Union,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Bradbury,  106  Ind.  1;  State  v.  Ne- 
braska, etc.  Co.,  17  Neb.  128,  52 
Am.  Rep.  404;  American,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Connecticut,  etc.  Co.,  49  Conn. 
352,  44  Am.  Rep.  237,  24  Am.  L. 
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their  own  cost,  such  changes  as  public  convenience  of  security  re- 
quires.^^  In  addition  to  this  subjection  to  the  police  power,  cor- 
porations are  liable  also  in  damages  to  private  persons  for  injuries 
in  the  nature  of  private  nuisance,  although  resulting  directly  from 
the  exercise  of  powers  and  privileges  granted  by  the  State.'^ 

§  931.  (c)  Police  power  to  regulate  manufacture  and  sale  of 
liquor. — A  legislative  act  prohibiting  gnerally  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors,"  is  not  unconstitutional.  Although  a  private 
corporation  was  expressly  chartered  to  manufacture,  and  impliedly 
to  sell,  malt  liquors  of  all  kinds,  a  subsequent  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture prohibiting  generally  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  was 
not  unconstitutional,  "although  the  right  or  capacity  was  granted 
in  the  most  unqualified  form.  The  charter  conferred  no  greater 
or  more  sacred  right  upon  the  corporation,  than  any  citizen  had  to 
manufacture  malt  liquor,  nor  as  exempting  the  corporation  from 
any  control  therein,  to  which  a  citizen  would  be  subject,  if  the 
interests  of  the  community  should  require  it.  If  the  public  safety 
or  the  public  morals  require  the  discontinuance  of  any  manufac- 
ture or  traffic,  the  hand  of  the  legislature  cannot  be  stayed  from 
providing  for  its '  discontinuance.  All  rights  are  held  subject  to 
the  police  power  of  the  State."^^    The  charter  of  a  company  for  the 

Reg.  (N.  S.)  573,  59  Am.  Rep.  172,  in  the  ordinance,  and  he  -will  he 
44  Am.  Rep.  241,  38  Am.  Rep.  589.  liahle  as  a  trespasser  for  so  do- 
31  Although  telegraph  lines  are  ing;  but  an  injunction  will  not  he 
instruments  of  commerce,  a  city  granted  to  restrain  the  city  au- 
has  the  right  to  determine  how,  thorlties  from  interfering  with 
in  what  manner,  and  upon  what  the  company  in  replacing  the 
condition  a  telegraph  company  wires,  because  this  would  enable 
shall  enter  the  city  and  pass  it  to  do  what  it  has  no  legal  right  • 
through  it  for  the  purpose  of  com-  to  do  under  the  ordinance.  Mutual 
munication,  or  allowing  the  citi-  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Chicago,  16 
zens  of  the  country  to  communi-  Fed.  Rep.  309.  New  York  Acts 
cate  by  telegraph  one  with  an-  1848,  ch.  37,  §  18,  authorizing  them 
other.  But  where  a  telegraph  to  lay  their  pipes  through  city 
company  erects  poles  and  strings  streets,  does  not  imply  the  con- 
wires  within  a  city,  under  author-  trary.  Such  expenses  cannot  be  in- 
ity  of  an  ordinance  of  the  city  eluded  in  an  assessment  for  regu- 
council,  which  provides  that  such  lating  and  grading  a  street.  In  re 
authority  or  privilege  shall  ex-  Deering,  93  N.  Y.  361. 
pire  on  and  after  a  certain  day  32  Baltimore  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Fifth 
named  therein,  the  mayor  of  such  Baptist  Church,  108  U.  S.  317. 
city  has  no  right  of  his  own  mo-  '3  Boston  Beer  Co.  v.  Massachu- 
tlon,  and  without  any  express  di-  setts,  97  U.  S.  25,  2  Smith  Cas. 
rection  from  the  city  council  and  692,  1  Cum.  Cas.  533.  See  Com- 
without  notice  to  the  company,  to  monwealth  v.  Intoxicating  Liquors, 
cut  and  remove  the  wires  after  115  Mass.  153;  Boyd  v.  Alabama, 
the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  94  U.  S.  645;  Tide  supra,  §  52. 
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""purpose  of  manufacturing  malt  liquors,"  is 'not  a  contract  Sgainst 
.future  regulations  or  suppression  of  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors.^* 
§  932.  (d)  Power  to  suppress  lotteries. — In  accordance  with 
the  principles  explained  in  the  foregoing  section,  it  is  held  that 
•the  legislature  of  the  State  can  not,  by  the  charter  of  a  lottery 
.company,  make  a  contract  against  future  regulation  or  suppression 
;of  lotteries.  The  legislature  of  Mississippi,  in  1867;  granted  a 
special  charter  for  twenty-five  years  to  a  corporation  having  all 
the  powers  incident  to  a  lottery  corporation.  In  1868,  the  newly 
adopted  constitution  prohibited  the  drawing  of  a  lottery,  or  sale 
'of  lottery  tickets.  The  lottery  corporation  claimed  vested  rights 
in  its  charter  and  protection,  under  the  federal  constitution,  against 
"the  prohibition  of  the  new  constitution  of  Mississippi.  On  appeal 
•to  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  it  held,  that  lotteries,  as  a 
-species  of  gambling,  may  properly  be  prohibited  under  the  police 
power  of  the  State,  though  formerly  they  were  authorized,  in 
-many  or  all  of  'the  States,  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  to 
raise  money;  among  other  things,  for  public  improvements,  and 
for  educational  and  religious  purposes.  The  legislature  of  a  State 
'can  not,  by  the  charter  of  a  lottery  company,  defeat  the  will  of 
"the  people  in  relation  to  the  further  continuance  of  such  business.^^ 
■"The  legislature  can  not  bargain  away  the  public  health,  or  the 
-public  morals.  The  people  themselves  can  not  do  it,  much  less 
can  their  ^servants.  Government  is  organized  with  a  view  to  their 
preservation,  and  can  not  divest  itself  of  the  power  to  provide  for 
■them."  No  legislature  can  curtail  the  power  of  its  successors, 
"to  make  such  laws  as  they  may  deem  proper  in  matters  of  police.'" 
The  common  forms  of  gambling  are  confined  to  a  few  persons 

34  Boston  Beer  Co.  v.  Massachu-  poration  from  any  control  therein 
•setts,  97  U.  S.  25,  32,  where  it  ■was  to  -which  a  citizen  would  be  sub- 
said,  "the  plaintiff  in  error  was  in-  ject  if  the  interest  of  the  com- 
'corporated  'for  the  purpose  of  man-  munity  should  require  it."  The 
ufacturing  malt  liquors  in  all  their  charter  of  the  Boston  Beer  Com- 
varieties,'  it  is  true;  and  the  right  pany,  however,  was  granted  after 
to  manufacture  undoubtedly,  as  the  enactment  of  a  general  stat- 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  contends,  in-  ute  subjecting  all  charters  to 
eluded  the  incidental  right  to  dis-  amendment  or  repeal, 
pose  of  the  liquors  manufactured;  sb  stone  v.  Mississippi  (1879), 
But  although  this  right  or  capacity  101  U.  S.  814. 
was  thus  granted  in  the  most  un-  se  Metropolitan  Board,  etc.  v. 
■qualified  form,  it  cannot  be  con-  Barrie,  34  N.  Y.  657;  Boyd  y.  Ala- 
strued  as  conferring  any  greater  bama,  94  U.  S.  645;  Beer  Co.  v. 
«r  more  sacred  right  than  any  cit-  Massachusetts,  97  U.  S.  25;  Pat- 
izen  had  to  manufacture  malt  terson  v.  Kentucky,  97  U.  S.  501. 
Jiquor,  nor  as  exempting  the  cor- 
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and  places,  in  contrast  with  the  wide-spread  pestilence  of  lotteries, 
reaching  every  class,  preying  upon  the  hard  earnings  of  the  poor, 
and  plundering  the  ignorant  and  simple.'^ 


37  Phalen  v.  Virginia,  8  How. 
163.  The  Indiana  Const.,  art  xv, 
§  8,  provides  that  "no  lottery 
shall  be  authorized,  nor  shall  the 
sale  of  lottery  tickets  be  allowed;" 
and  it  is  held,  that  this  provision 
is  not  a  mere  check  upon  future 
legislation,  but  is  prohibitive  of 
lotteries  and  the  sale  of  lottery 
tickets.  State  v  .Woodward,  89 
Ind.  110.  By  virtue  of  this  consti- 
tutional provision,  and  of  Indiana 
Eev.  St.  1881,  §  2077,  passed  in 
accordance  therewith,  the  sale  of 
tickets  by  a  lottery  corporation 
chartered  by  the  territory  of  In- 
diana in  1807  is  illegal.  The  obli- 
gation of  the  contract  with  the 
corporation  is  not  impaired,  for 
the  constitutional  and  legislative 
prohibition  is  within  the  exercise 
of  the  police  power,  and  in  the  in- 
terest of  public  morals.  State  v. 
Woodward,  89  Ind.  110,  46  Am. 
Rep.  160,  following  Stone  v.  Mis- 
sissippi, 101  U.  S.  814,  and  over- 


ruling Kellum  V.  State,  66  Ind. 
588.  The  Nevada  statute  of  1881, 
ch.  116,  to  aid  the  Nevada  Benevo- 
lent Association  in  providing 
means  for  the  care  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  insane  in  that  state, 
and  providing  that  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  it  to  give  public  entertain- 
ments, to  sell  tickets  of  admission, 
to  distribute  among  the  ticket- 
holders  personal  property,  etc., 
and  to  regulate  the  distribution  by 
raflBe  or  other  schemes  of  like 
character  was  held  unconstitu- 
tional, the  scheme  or  enterprise  in 
■which  the  association  is  engaged 
being  a  lottery.  State  v.  Overton, 
10  Nev.  136;  Douglas  v.  Kentucky, 
168  U.  S.  488;  State  v.  Morris,  77 
N.  C.  512;  Butphers,'  etc.  Co.  v. 
Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  746; 
Crescent  City,  etc.  Co.  v.  Illinois, 
33  La.  Ann.  934;  Richmond,  etc. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Richmond,  26  Gratt. 
(Va.)  83;  Chicago,  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Haggerty,  67  111.  113. 
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945. 


946. 


947. 

948. 
949. 
950. 


Generally.  Definitions  and 
nature. 

Anti-trust  laws  and  theit 
enforcement.  The  three 
"  crusades  "  against 

trusts ;  Standard  Oil 
trust;  Pipe  lines. 

Exclusive  privileges,  mo- 
nopoly under  special 
charter. 

The  common  law  as  to 
combinations  in  re- 
straint of  trade. 

Contracts  in  partial  re- 
straint of  trade. 

Combinations  to  destroy 
competition. 

Combinations  distin- 
guished, as  to  their 
legality  or  illegality. 

Agreements  that  are  not 
unlawful. 

Unlawful  agreements  to 
•fix  prices. 

Trusts  formed  by  consoli- 
dation of  corporations. 
Corporations  require  ex- 
press authority  to  con- 
solidate. 

Acquiring  stock  in  an- 
other  corporation  for 
purpose  of  monopoly. 

Right  of  one  corporation 
to  subscribe  for  stock  in 
another. 

Anti-trust  statutes  of 
states.  , 

Wrongful  acts  of  share- 
holders, how  far  imput- 
able to  the  corporation. 

Examples  of  unlawful  mo- 
nopolies. 

Standard  Oil  Trust. 

The  Sugar  Trust. 

The  Cotton  Seed  Oil 
Trust. 


951. 
952. 
953. 
954. 
955. 


956. 
957. 


957a. 


957&. 


957c. 
957d. 

957e. 

957A 

S57g. 
957ft. 
957;. 

957A;. 


The  Diamond  Match  Tfust. 

The  Chicago  Gas  Trust. 

The  Cattle  Trust. 

The  Alcohol  Trust. 

The  power  of  congress 
over  "trusts."  Anti-trust 
Act  of  July  21,  1890. 
Combinations  not  in  vio- 
lation of  the  statutes. 

Interstate  commerce. 

Legislation  in  aid  of  en- 
forcement of  the  anti- 
trust act.  Application  of 
these  laws. 

Federal  incorporation  or 
license  of  interstate 
commerce  corporations, 
proposed. 

"Holding"  corporations,  or- 
ganized to  deal  in  the 
stock  of  other  corpora- 
tions. Dealing  by  way  of 
mortgage.  Competing 
manufacturing  corpora- 
tion may  not  so  hold; 

The  Northern  Securities 
Company. 

"Community  of  Interiest." 
"Gentlemen's  agree- 
ment." 

Liability  for  damage  re- 
sulting from  unlawful 
combination. 

Chicago  Beef  and  Cattle 
Trust. 

The  Tobacco  Trust. 

The  Paper  Trust. 

Traffic  cotitracts  between 
connecting  railroads  are 
not  contrary  to  the  anti- 
trust laws. 

"Pools,"  combinations  be- 
tween competing  par- 
allel railroads.  Inter- 
state  commerce  law. 
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957Z.  Rebates.    Discrimination  in 

rates. 
957m.  Methods  of  evasion  of  the 

law   against   rebates. 

"Drawbacks."        Special 

rates. 


§  657».  Industrial  railroad.     P  r  i- 
vate  car  lines.     Refrig- 
erator cars. 
957p.  Payment  of  fictitious  dam- 
age claims. 
957r.  "The   midnight    schedule." 
957s.  Bibliography  of  trusts. 


Meferences: 

Special  and  exclusive  privileges.    Sections  45o,  62.- 

Liability  of  directors  and  other  officers.    Sections  746-7670. 

Liability  of  the  corporation  for  acts  of  officers  and  agents.  Sec- 
tions 768-791. 

Ultra  vires  acts  and  contracts.    Sections  887-921. 

Legislative  control  of  corporations.    Sections  922-932. 

Suits  and  defenses  by  and  against  corporations.  Sections  982- 
1014. 

Railroad  traffic  contracts.    Section  1054. 

"Pools,"  pooling  contracts.    Section  1056. 

Rebates,  discrimination  in  rates.    Section  1036. 

Forfeiture  of  the  charter.    Sections  1292-1305. 

Power  to  hold  stock  in  another  corporation.    Sections  855,  1053. 

"Holding"  corporations.    Section  704/'. 

§  933-  Generally.  Definitions,  and  Nature. — The  total 
capital  stock  of  the  four  hundred  and  forty  large  industrial 
and  transportation  "trusts"  now  in  this  country  is  estimated 
to  be  twenty  billions  of  dollars,  or  one-fifth  of  the  national 
wealth,  which  in  1903  was  estir^iated  at  one  hundred  billions  of 
dollars — or  $1,250  per  capita  of  a  population  of  eighty' millions. 
How  much  of  this  twenty  billion  ^ollars  capital  stock  is  "fully-paid 
up,"  and  how  much  of  it  is  "watered  stock"  is  matter  of  con- 
jecture. Most  important  of  questions  concerning  the  law  of  cor- 
porations, is  whether  the  government  shall  control  the  business 
of  the  unlawful  trusts,  or,  otherwise,  allow  them  to  control  the 
government.  Upon  this  subject  Judge  Grosscup  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Chicago,  has  written :  "Is  it  much  won- 
der that,  in  the  eyes  of  those  who  look  upon  the  corporation  as  an 
interloper,  it  has  come  to  be  regarded  as  a  usurper  also — the 
usurper  of  what  the  labor  of  individual  men  has  created ;  or  that 
in  the  eyes  of  those  who,  with  clearer  vision,  look  upon  it  as  an 
indispensable  phase  of  industrial  evolution,  the  way  in  which 
the  corporation  shall  hereafter  be  organized,  and  the  bounds  given 
to  its  dominion,  are  coming  to  be  the  paramount  political  prob- 
lems of  our  time?  The  industries, are  now  dominated  by  the  cor- 
poration, and  proprietorship  in  the  corporation  has  come  to  be 
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for  those  only  who  are  experienced  in  corporate  ways,  or  who  are 
willing  to  take  a  chance  at  the  corporate  wheel.  And  thus  it  hap- 
pens that  just  at  this  moment  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a  sweep 
of  events,  that  unless  arrested  and  turned  to  a  different  account,: 
will  transform  this  country  from  a  nation  whose  property  is  within 
the  proprietorship  of  the  people  at  large,  to  a  nation  whose  in- 
dustrial property,  so  far  as  active  proprietorship  goes,  will  be 
largely  in  the  hands  of  a  few  skilled,  or  fortunate,  so-called  cap- 
tains, of  industry  and  their  lieutenants.  Corporations  owned 
wideEy-by  the  people  njight,  perhaps,  become  monopolies ;  though 
I  know  of  no  actual  instance  of  a  monopoly  widely  owned.  But 
the  antidote  of  monopoly  is  competition ;  and  let  it  come  about 
that  corporations  be  made  reasonably  safe,  and  therefore  desirable, 
investments — let  it  come  about  that  the  corporation  shall  no  longer 
be  regarded  as  a  mere  financial  sinkhole,  except  for  those  skilled 
in  its  ways — and  there  will  be  abundance  of  capital  at  hand,  as. 
the  bank  deposits  show,  to  put  in  the  field  a  competitive  corpora- 
tion, whenever  in  that  field  monopoly  seems  to  have  established  it- 
self. "Indeed,  the  chief  reason  why  any  monopoly  can  now  main- 
tain itself  is,  that  besides  having  a  grasp  on  all  the  physical  sources 
of  productivity  within  a  given  field,  it  has  a  large  grasp  also  on 
all  the  financial  resources  that  would  otherwise  go  into  the  build- 
ing up  of  competitors."^ 

Definitions  and  nature. — A  "trust"  as  the  term  is  used,  is  a 
union  of  two  or  more  corporations,  partnerships  or  other  business 
associations,  centralizing  the  control  of  all,  in  the  hands  of  trus- 
tees; they  wield  the  power  of  wealth,  indefinite,  usurping  the 
places  of,  and  absorbing  the  formerly  independent  producers, 
manufacturers,  and  dealers,  who  generally;  under  menace  of  ruin 
to  their  separate  business,  are  coerced  to  surrender  their  holdings 
to  the  trustees^  and  take,  in  return,  trust  certificates  pro  rata  to 
the  assumed  value  of  the  interest  so  surrendered  by  the  former 
holders ;  they  electing  the  trustees,  with  power  to  select  directors, 
and  control  the  united  interests,  and  declare  dividends  upon  the 
profits,  payable  to  the  holders  of  the  trust  certificates.  The  Stan- 
dard Oil  Trust,  and  Sugar  Trust,  are  prominent  examples.  The 
articles  of  agreement  entered  into  by  the  members  of  the  latter, 
appear,  at  length,  in  People  v.  North  River  Refining  Co.,  121 
N.  Y.  582.^^    The  purpose  of  the  trust  is  to  crush  competition,  re- 

1  Judge   Grosscup   in   McCIure's         la  Pe.ople   v.   North   River,   etc. 
Magazine,  February,  1905.  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33. 
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duce  the  cost,  control  the  supply,  and  maintain  or  increase  the 
price  of  the  necessities  of  life  to  the  consumer.  The  processes  of 
combination  have  not  only  put  practically  the  entire  business  of 
manufacturing  into  the  hands  of  corporations,  but  have  enabled 
the  latter  to  put  an  end  to  competition  among  themselves,  by  the 
creation  of  trusts.  On  the  other  hand,  labor  is  gradually  consol- 
idating, with  the  avowed  purpose  of  dictating  the  terms  upon 
which  the  productive  and  transportation  industry  of  the  country 
shall  be  carried  on.  The  reconciliation  of  this  strife,  between 
capital  and  labor,  if  possible,  is  the  great  social  problem  of  the 
present  century. 

Purposes  and  methods  of  trusts. — The  purposes,  methods,  and 
effect,  are  similar  whether  they  be  of  capital  trusts  pr  of  labor 
trusts,  the  power  to  lessen  or  control  supply,  and  increase  the 
price.  Either  trust  is  the  logical  outcome  of  the  other,  and  the 
natural  rights  of  the  people  are  disregarded  by  both,  to  the  extent 
that  they  are  not  protected  by  enforcement  of  the  laws.  The 
purpose  of  the  "trust,"  is  to  secure,  to  lessen  the  cost  of,  to  econ- 
omize in  products,  their  manufacture,  handling  and  transportation, 
to  destroy  or  lessen  comi>etition,  and  to  control  and  maintain,  or 
increase  prices,  of  such  products,  and  manufactures,  whereby  to 
realize  as  a  profit,  for  the  "trust,"  the  difference  between  the 
minimum  cost  to  the  producer,  and  the  maximum  price  to  the 
consumer.  And  this  extends  to  all  the  products  and  service  which 
are  the  necessaries  of  life.  What  is  said,  is  of  capital  "trusts," 
but  applies  equally  to  labor  trusts,  in  their  control  of,  to  lessen 
the  supply  of  labor,  to  control  and  increase  its  remuneration. 
Either  trust  is  the  logical  result  of  the  other,  and  the  natural 
rights  of  the  people  are  at  the  mercy  of  both,  so  long  as  uncon- 
trolled by  law.^ 

"Monopoly"  signifies  the  sole  power  of  dealing  in  a  particular 
thing,  or  doing  a  particular  thing,  either  generally  or  in  a  partic- 
ular place,  and  in  fixing  on  it  a  price  at  one's  pleasure.^  The 
definition  of  monopolies  given  by  the  early  English  cases,  and  by 
text  writers,  as  meaning  an  exclusive  right  or  privilege,  granted 
to  an  individual  by  the  sovereign  or  parliament,  obviously  throws 
no  light  on  the  nature  of  a  monopoly  created  by  the  agreement, 
combination  or  contract  between  private  persons,  but  applies  only 

2  Mr.     Justice     Brown,     of    the  s  San   Diego  Water  Co.   v.   San 

tTnited  States  supreme  court,  ad-  Diego,  etc.  Co.  (1895),  108  Cal. 
dress  in  Forum  of  August,  1895.  549,  29  L.  R.  A.  839. 
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when  the  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  congress,  or  legislatures, 
to  grant  such  exclusive  franchises  or  privileges,  is  in  question.* 

Patents  are  lazvful  monopolies.  Legislature  may  grant  a 
monopoly. — Not  all  monopolies  are  unlawful.  Under  the  United 
States  patent  and  copyright  laws,  exclusive  monopoly  is,  in  effect, 
protected  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  the  article  patented  or 
copyrighted,  for  a  limited  period,  but  only  for  what  the  patentee 
has  produced.  Though  this  is,  in  effect,  in  restraint  of  trade,  it 
is  not  contrary  to  public  policy,  but  in' furtherance  of  it,  which 
is  to  encourage  invention  and  discovery,  in  the  useful  arts,  sciences 
aijd  manufactures.  Where  patentees  of  several  patents  of  similar 
inventions,  transfer  all  their  rights  to  one  of  their  number,  and 
the  transferee  grants  licenses  under  all  the  patents,  the  grant  in 
the  transfer,  requiring  the  transferee  to  prosecute  all  infringe- 
ments, and  limiting  license  to  such  persons  as  shall  be  agreed  upon, 
and  prohibiting  their  use  of  any  other  patents  for  similar  pur- 
poses ;  Held,  that  the  agreement  is  not  contrary  to  public  policy, 
or  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  anti-trust  law.°  A  monopoly  may 
be  authorized  by  the 'legislature,  by  grant  of  an  exclusive  right 
to  construct  a  railroad  between  two  points,  where  there  is  no  re- 
served right  to  amend. ° 

§  934.  Anti-trust  laws  and  their  enforcement.  The  three 
crusades  against  trusts.  Standard  Oil  Trust ;  pipe  lines. — Clear 
understanding  of  the  laws  and  decisions  upon  corporations  as 
"trusts"  and  monopolies,  necessitates,  at  least,  a  brief  resume  of 
what  the  legislatures  and  the  courts  have  done,  or  undertaken — 
concerning  them.  The  first  crusade  occurred  in  the  early  seven- 
ties a  generation  ago;  the  second,  fifteen  years  later;  and  the 
third  has  come  after  approximately  the  same  intervening  period 
of  fifteen  years. 

The  first  crusade.  Rebates. — In  1872,  the  independent  incor- 
porators of  Eastern  Pennsylvania,  were  threatened  with  annihila- 
tion through  the  formation  of  a  giant  combine,  called  the  Southern 
Improvement  company,  led  by  the,  then  young.  Standard  Oil 
Company;  which  had  secured  from  the  main  trunk  lines  of  rail- 
way leading  into  the  oil  district,  contracts  which  provided  for  a 
rebate  on  the  oil  it  shipped,  and  a  drawback  of  the  same  amount, 

4  Andrew's  American  Law,  §  606,  fin   (Cal.  1903),  126  Fed.  364  (U. 

citing  Slaughter  House  Cases,  16  S.  C.  C.  A.). 

Wall.  36;  United  States  V.  Knight,  «  Boston,   etc.   R.   R.   v.   Salem, 

156  U.  S.  9.  etc.  R.  R.   (1854),  68  Mass.  1. 

0  United  States,  etc.  Co.  v.  Grlf- 
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on  all  shipments  of  oil  made  by  those  outside  the  combine.  Or» 
this  becoming  known,  a  tempest  of  popular  wrath  broke  up  the- 
combination,  annulled  its  contracts  with  the  railroads,  and  cast., 
back  the  Standard  Oil  Cornpany  into  its  original  confines  ia 
Ohio.  This  storm  was  accompanied  by  the  granger  movement 
in  the  middle  west,  which  in  several  States  proceeded  to  enact 
the  "granger  laws,"— for  the  first  time  by  statute  subjecting  the 
railroads  to  State  legislative  control. 

Second  Crusade. — Standard  Oil  Trust. — The  next  anti-trust 
epidemic  was  a  decade  and  a  half  later.  In  1887  the  Standard 
Oil  Company  was  inquired  into  by  commissions  appointed  sev- 
erally by  the  New  York  senate  and  by  congress.  Their  investiga- 
tions, for  the  first  time  made  generally  known  the  enormous 
power  of  the  combination,  and  the  unfailing  certainty  of  ruin. 
which  followed  every  effort  to  compete  with  it.  Proceedings  were 
begun  in  the  Ohio  courts  in  1888,  which  finally  in  1892,  drove  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  from  its  native  State,  to  asylum  under 
the  liberal  laws  of  New  Jersey, — the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio 
having  declared  the  company  an  unlawful  corporation,  and  hav- 
ing forfeited  its  charter.^  Then  followed  the  Sherman  Anti-trust 
Act  of  Congress  of  July  2,  1900. 

Third  crusade. — This  anti-trust  movement  culminating  in  dra- 
matic events,  began  in  1902,  when  President  Roosevelt  orderei^ 
prosecution  of  the  Chicago  Beef  and  Cattle  Trust.  Impetus  was. 
given  by  the  fifty-seventh  congress,  in  passing  the  Anti-Trust 
Acts  of  1903,  the  first  legislation  of  the  kind  then  for  ten  years. 
Next  followed,  in  1904,  the  Northern  Securities  Case,  the  United- 
States  Supreme  Court  forbidding  the  merger  of  the  two  parallel 
competing  railroads  into  one  "holding"  company.  In  1904  came 
the  Supreme  Court's  decision,  in  the  legal  battle  against  the  Chi- 
cago Gas  Trust,  in  which  the  city  gained  an  important  victory. 
The  recommendation  to  congress  by  President  Roosevelt,  in  his 
message  of  December,  1904,  for  enlargement  of  the  powers  of" 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  to  regulate  railroad  rates, 
brought  response  in  passage  by  the  House  of  the  Esch-Townsend 
bill.  The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  in  the  Santa  Fe 
rebate  case,  recommended  that  the  Department  of  Justice  proceed 
against  that  company,  for  granting  rebates  to  the  Colorado  Fuel 
Company.  In  February,  1905,  the  Supreme  Court  sustained  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Chicago,  in  its  injunction  against 

1  State  V.  Standard  Oil  Co.  (1902),  49  Ohio  St.  13,T. 


§  934.J  "  TRUSTS  ■'    AND    MONOPOLIES.  1409 

the  Chicago  Beef  and  Cattle  Trust.  The  ciuse  of  the  remarkable 
tide  of  anti-trust  activity  must  be,  not  that  the  modern  trust  is 
any  more  oppressive  than  it  has. continued  to  be  for  a  generation, 
but  that,  until  now,  the  country  was  not  ripe  for  this,  its  third 
crusade.  The  storm  of  1905  broke  forth  in  Kansas,  and  the 
epidemic  rapidly  spread  to  the  other  States  of  the  middle  west 
and  beyond.  Its  immediate  cause  was  the  sudden  withdrawal  by 
the  Standard  Oil  Company,  of  its  patronage  from  the  oil  producers 
of  the  Kansas  oil  fields,  and  refusal  to  purchase  any  of  their  prod- 
uct; a  timely  and  significant  illustration  of  the  coercive  char- 
acter of  these  modern  combines,  and  of  their  menace  to  pri- 
vate and  public  weal, — an  economic  condition  under  which 
one  man,  by  stroke  of  pen,  may  arbitrarily  and  oppressively 
bankrupt  thousands.  "There  are  sixty-four  companies  in  the 
Kansas  field,  each  capitalized  at  $1,000,000  and  over,  or  an 
aggregate  of  about  $74,000,000,  with  an  aggregate  production  of 
1,558  barrels  per  day,  or  about  twenty-one  barrels  production 
per  day  to  each  $1,000,000  of  capital ;  with  no  refinery  in  the 
State  except  that  of  the  Standard.  The  occasion  for  refusal  of 
the  Standard  to  handle  Kansas  oil  came  from  appropriation  by 
the  legislature  for  establishment  of  a  State  refinery  of  oil,  and 
proposition  to  make  pipe  lines  common  carriers,  as  a  means  of 
preventing  the  Standard  from  underselling  the  projected  State 
refinery.  Events  have  rapidly  followed  refusal  of  the  Standard 
to  deal  in  Kansas  oil.  The  State  of  Kansas  itself  has  passed  a 
freight  rate  act,  a  railroad  commission  act,  and  a  law  creating 
a  State  oil  refinery  to  be  built  at  a  cost  of  $200,000.  It  has  passed 
an  act  making  pipe  lines  common  carriers  and  thus  placing  the 
transportation  of  oil  in  pipes  under  the  same  regulation  as  its 
transportation  by  rail ;  and  now  the  State  oil  can  be  piped  through 
the  Standard  lines,  otherwise,  owing  to  the  lack  of  pipe  lines  owned 
by  the  State,  the  refinery  plan  could  not  have  been  carried  out. 
Bills  to  establish  State  oil  refineries,  and  to  make  pipe  lines  com- 
mon carriers,  so  as  to  control  rates  and  prevent  rebates,  are  pend- 
ing in  the  legislatures  of  Colorado,  Nebraska,  Texas,  Oklahoma, 
Illinois  and  Indiana. 

Pipe  lines.  Federal  control.  The  pipe  line  is  the  key-stone  of 
the  Standard  Oil  Company.  Testifying  before  the  Industrial 
Commission  of  Congress  in  January,  1905,  Mr.  John  D.  Rocke- 
feller, head  of  the  trust,  stated:  "The  entire  business  of  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  is  dependent  upon  the  pipe  line  system. 
Vol.  II  —  89 
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Without  it,  every  well  would  shut  down,  and  every  foreign  market 
would  be  closed  to  us."  In  reply  to  question  of  the  Commission, 
what  legislation,  if  any,  he  would  suggest,  regarding  industrial 
combinations,  he  replied:  "First,  federal  legislation,  under  which 
corporations  may  be  regulated,  and  second,  in  lieu  thereof,  State 
legislation  as  nearly  uniform  as  possible,  encouraging  combina- 
tions of  persons  and  capital,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  in- 
dustries, but  permitting  State  supervision,  not  of  the  character 
to  hamper  industries,  but  sufficient  to  prevent  frauds  upon  the 
public."  It  is  anticipated  that  at  the  next  meeting  of  congress, 
Mr.  Rockefeller's  own  testimony  will  be  used  as  preamble  to  a  bill 
to  make  pipe  lines,  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  common  car- 
riers, and  place  them  under  control  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  along  with  private  car  lines,  terminal  railroads,  and 
other  subsidiary  corporations  organized  for  the  express  purpose  of 
evading  federal  control  under  existing  laws.  Then,  any  company 
transporting  oil  from  one  State  to  another  in  pipe  lines,  would 
have  to  do  it  under  supervision  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission. And,  if  it  does  its  refining  in  the  State  where  oil  fields 
are,  it  will  be  compelled  to  accept  control  by  the  State  authority. 

Interstate  pipe  lines  are  not  now  under  federal  control. — ^At 
present  the  interstate  commerce  law  relates  exclusively  to  rail- 
roads, the  opening  sentence  being:  "That  the  provisions  of  this- 
act  shall  apply  to  any  common  carrier  or  carriers  engaged  in  the 
transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  wholly  by  railroad,  or 
partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water,  when  both,  are  used,  under 
common  control,  management  or  arrangement  for  the  carriage 
or  shipment  from  one  State  or  territory  of  the  United  States,  or 
the  District  of  Columbia,  or  to  any  other  State  or  territory  of 
the  United  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  from  any  place  ■ 
in  the  United  States  to  an  adjacent  foreign  country,  or  from  any 
place  in  the  United  States  through  a  foreign  country  to  any  other 
place  in  the  United'  States,  etc."  It  is  easy  to  see  from  this, 
that  a  pipe  line  system  does  not  come  under  the  control  of  the 
interstate  commerce  act.  .  When  a  railroad  hauls  a  tank  car  of 
oil,  it  is  required  by  law  to  make  public  rates,  which  can  not  be 
varied  from  without  penalty.  When  the  oil  goes  by  pipe  line,  it 
is  absolutely  free  from  federal  supervision.  Pipe  lines  receive  oil 
throughout  an  entire  district,  but  they  run  only  to  the  refinery  con- 
trolled by  the  trust.  They  may  even  be  outside  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  anti-trust  law,  because  there  necessarily  is  no  competition 
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with  the  pipe  lines,  and  as  they  carry  only  oil  belonging  to  the 
trust,  and  can  not  be  used  for  carrying  any  other,  they  may  be 
assumed  to  be  merely  a  part  of  the  corporation.  Just  at  the 
present  time,  the  pipe  line  is  wholly  beyond  the  control  of 
the  United  States,  and  it  also  escapes  State  supervision,  to  a 
large  extent,  because  it  is  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  It 
uses  this  fact  to  defy  the  State  courts,  and  yet  there  is  nothing 
at  all  on  the  federal  statute  books  which  covers  the  pipe  lines, 
■except,  in  so  far  as  they  have  become  amenable  to  the  anti-trust 
law. 

Pipe  line  business  explained  by  Rockefeller. — Mr.  Rockefeller 
himself  has  given  the  best  and  briefest  description  of  the  oil  pipe 
lines  as  they  have  developed  into  the  controlling  factor  in  dispos- 
ing of  the  production  of  petroleum  in  every  section  of  the  country, 
whether  .the  field  is  in  Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  Kansas,  Texas,  or 
California.  The  power  of  the  Standard  Oil  company  comes 
wholly  from  its  interstate  and  export  business,  and  Mr.  Rockefel- 
ler clearly  recognized  this  fact  in  his  testimony,  when  he  said: 
"Our  first  combination  was  a  partnership  and  afterward  a  cor- 
poration in  Ohio.  That  was  sufficient  for  the  local  refining  busi- 
ness. But  dependent  solely  upon  local  business  we  should  have 
failed  years  ago.  We  were  forced  to  extend  our  markets  and  seek 
for  export  trade.  This  latter  made  the  seaboard  cities  the  neces- 
sary place  of  business,  and  we  soon  discovered  that  manufactur- 
ing for  ejfport  could  be  economically  carried  on  at  the  seaboard, 
hence  the  refineries  at  Brooklyn,  at  Bayonne,  at  Phladelpha,- and 
the  necessary  corporations  in  New  York,  New  Jersey,  and  Phila- 
delphia." Mr.  Rockefeller  was  under  oath  when  he  made  these 
statements,  and  in  his  revised  testimony  he  explained  the  pipe 
line  business  and  the  necessary  part  it  plays  in  the  mechanism 
of  the  Standard  Oil  company,  when  he  said :  "We  soon  discov- 
ered, as  the  business  grew,  that  the  primary  methods  of  transport- 
ing in  barrels  could  not  last.  The  package  often  cost  more  than 
the  contents,  and  the  forests  of  the  country  were  not  sufficient  to 
supply  the  necessary  material  for  an  extended  length  of  time. 
Hence  we  devoted  our  attention  to  other  methods  of  transporta- 
tion, adopted  the  pipe  line  system,  and  found  the  capital  for  pipe 
line  construction  equal  to  the  necessity  of  the  business.  To  oper- 
ate the  pipe  lines  required  franchises  from  the  State  in  which  they 
were  located,  and  consequently  corporations  in  those  States,  just 
as  the  railroads  running  through  different  States,  are  forced  to 
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operate  under  separate  State  charters.  To  perfect  a  pipe  line 
system  of  transportation  required  in  the  neighborhood  of  $50,000,- 
000  capital.  This  could  not  be  obtained  or  maintained  without 
an  industrial  combination.  The  entire  oil  business  is  dependent 
upon  this  pipe  line  system.  Without  it,  every  well  would  shut 
down,  and  every  foreign  market  would  be  closed  to  us.  The 
pipe  line  system  required  other  improvements,  such  as  tank  cars 
upon  railwkys,  and  finally,  tank  steamers.  Capital  had  to  be 
furnished  for  them  and  corporations  created  to  own  and  operate 
them." 

Pipe  line  service  is  quasi-puhlic. — A  pipe  line  being  a  public  serv- 
ice, the  corporation  is  subject  to  legislative  control.'    Infra,  §  948. 

§  935.  Exclusive  privileges.  Monopoly  under  special  char- 
ter.— The  exclusive  or  special  privilege  is  the  parent  of  many 
injurious  "trusts."  Where  the  rule  prevails  "equal  rights  to  all, 
and  special  privileges  to  none,"  the  unlawful  "trust"  is  powerless- 
for  harm.  The  first  duty  of  the  legislature  to  the  people  is  to  re- 
fuse special  privileges  to  the  cunning  few,  doing  injustice  to  the 
honest  many.  The  government  should  know  no  favorites,  but 
hold  the  door  of  opportunity  open  to  a,ll  alike.  Exclusive  priv- 
ileges were  formerly  granted  to  corporations,  by  special  charters, 
but  are  now  rarely  granted,  and  are  generally  prohibited  by  State 
Constitutions,  as  they  are  also  prohibited  in  the  territories  by  ad;  of 
congress.  But,  there  are  corporations  which  have  been  created 
by  special  charter,  and  which  enjoy  monopolies  undef  the  ex- 
clusive, privileges  granted  therein,  and  which  can  not  be  revoked, 
without  reserved  power  of  repeal,  being  protected  as  they  are,  as 
vested  rights,  under  the  Federal  Constitution,  prohibiting  the.  im- 
pairment of  obligation  of  contracts.  In  the  absence  of  reserved 
right  of  amendment,  the  legislature  may  grant  a  monopoly  to  a 
railroad,  and  prevent  the  State  from  chartering  a  parallel  railroad.* 
An  exclusive  right  to  establish  a  bridge,  will  not  prevent  the 
building  of  a  railroad  bridge,  or  the  operation  of  a  ferry.^"  A 
railroad  may  grant  extra  facilities  to  an  express  company,  ex- 
clusively, for  doing  business  on  its  road.^^     An  exclusive  right  by 

8  West  Virginia  T.   Co.   v.  Vol-  ren   (1837),  11  Pet.  420;   Mohawk 

canlc  Oil  Co.  (1872),  5  W.  Va.  382.  R.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Utica,  etc.  (1837), 

» Penn.  R.  R.  v.  Baltimore,  etc.  6   Paige,   554;    Robinson  v.  Lamb 

R.  R.  (1883),  60  Md.  263;  Boston,  (1900),  126  N.  C.  492,  36  S.  B.  29. 

etc.    R.    R.   V.    Salem,   etc.    R.   R.  n  Express  Cases   (1885),  117  U. 

(1854),  68  Mass.  1.  S.  1. 

10  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  War- 
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special  charter  to  a  street  railroad,  may  be  repealed  under  re- 
served right  by  the  legislature  to  repeal,  and  it  may  grant  the 
right  to  another  company.^^  A  turnpike  company,  whose  charter 
provides  that  no  other  road  shall  be  allowed  to  be  opened  near 
enough  to  prejudice  its  interests,  may  enjoin  the  county  from 
opening  such  a  road.^*  A  city  has  no  inherent  power  to  grant 
an  exclusive  privilege.  A  competing  franchise  may  be  granted 
to  another  water-works  company.^*  A  railroad  company  may 
authorize  a  telegraph  company  to  build  its  telegraph  line  upon  the 
right-of-way  of  the  railroad,  with  exclusive  right  in  the  telegraph 
company  to  use  such  telegraph  line,^°  but  the  railroad  can  not 
provide  that  no  other  telegraph  company  shall  construct  a  tele- 
graph line  on  the  railroad  right-of-way.  Such  a  provision  would 
violate  the  Post  Road  Act  of  Congress  of  1866,  and  would  be 
contrary  to  public  policy.^" 

§  936.  The  common  law  as  to  combinations  in  restraint  of 
trade. — Under  the  common  law,  contracts  and  combinations, 
tending  to  create  a  monopoly  in  the  necessaries  of  life,  were  always 
prohibited  as  contrary  to  public  policy.  Such  combinations  are 
now  generally  characterized  as  "trusts."  They  include  associa- 
tions to  corner  the  market,  and  to  lower  prices  for  a  time,  to  the 
ruin  of  competitors  in  the  same  line  of  business,  to  the  end  of 
later  monopolizing  the  trade,  and  controlling  and  raising  prices 
by  limiting  production,  or  by  other  methods.  An  agreement 
providing  for  a  combination  of  all  interests  engaged  in  a  particular 
business,  under  absolute  dominion  of  a  number  of  trustees,  is  il- 
legal and  vbid.^''  "The  doctrine  of  forfeiture  for  misuser  or  non- 
user  of  corporate  franchises,  has  recently  been  declared  to  apply 

12  Wilmington  City  Ry.  v.  Wll-  is  Pacific  P.   T.   Co.  v.  Western 

mington,  etc.  Ry.   (Del.  1900),  46  U.  T.Co.  (1892),  50  Fed.  493. 

Atl.   12;    Wilmington  City  Ry.   v.  if  Bishop  v.  American,   etc.  Co. 

People's  Ry.    (Del.  1900),  47  Atl.  (1895),    157    111.    284;    Chapin  ,v. 

245.  BroTvn,    83    Iowa,    156;    Moore   v. 

isRatcliffe  v.   Pulaski,   etc.  Co.  Bennett,   140   111.   69;    Urnston   v. 

(1901),  69  Ark.  264,  63  S.  W.  70;  Whitelegg,  63  L.  T.   (N.  S.)   455; 

Nashville,  etc.  Co.  v.  Davidson  Co.  People  v.  Sheldon   (1893),  139  N. 

(Tenn.  1901),  61  S.  W.  68.  Y.    251;    Nestor   v.    Brewing   Co., 

1*  Syracuse  Water  Co.  v.   Syra-  161  Pa.  St.  473;  Morris  Run  Coal 

cuse  (1889),  116  N.  Y.  167,  5  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St. 

A.    546;     Town    of    Kirkwood    v.  173;   Salt  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  35  Ohio 

Meramec,  etc.  Co.  (1902),  68  S.  W.  St.  666;  Anderson  v.  Jett,  89  Ky. 

761.  375;    Vulcan   Powder  Co.  ^v.  Her- 

iB  Western  U.  T.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  cules    Powder    Co.,    96    Cal.    510; 

etc.  R.  R.    (1877),  86  111.  246,  29  Jackson  v.  Akron,  etc.  Co.,  51  Ohio 

Am.  Rep.  28.                   .  St.  303. 
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to  companies  whose  shareholders  have  entered  into  agreements 
tending  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  benefit  of  competition  be- 
tween them,  which  is  the  purpose  and  effect  of,  the  modern  com- 
binations commonly  called  "trusts."^'     While  contracts  in  partial 


18  People  V.  North  River  Sugar 
Refining  Co.  (1890),  121  N.  Y.  582, 
9  L.  R.  A.  33,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843, 
affirming  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1889),  5 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56;  Beach  on 
Railways,  §  588.  In  Louisiana 
these  combinations  are  Illegal  be- 
cause they  are  of  the  nature  of  un- 
incorporated joint-stock  compa- 
nies, which  are  not  recognized  by 
the  laws  of  that  state.  Louisiana 
V.  American  Cotton  Oil  Trust 
(1887),  1  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  509. 
Under  the  English  Companies  Act 
of  1862,  associations  for  the  pur- 
pose of  gain,  consisting  of  more 
than  twenty  persons,  are  illegal, 
unless  registered  as  a  company 
under  that  act.  "Unregistered 
Companies"  (1883),  75  L.  T.  198. 
See,  also,  "Associations  Legal  and 
Illegal"  (1885),  79  L.  T.  133,  and 
cases  there  cited.  The  general 
literature  of  this  subject  will  be 
found  in  the  following  articles, 
reviews  and  publications:  "Trusts 
according  to  Official  Investiga- 
tions," by  B.  Benjamin  Andrews, 
Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
January,  1889;  "The  Legality  of 
Trusts,"  by  Prof.  Theodore  W. 
Dwight,  Politica\  Science  Quar- 
terly, December,  1888;  "Trusts," 
by  F.  J.  Stimson,  Harvard  Law 
Review,  October,  1887;  "Trusts:" 
an  Address  by  S.  C.  T.  Dodd,  Esq., 
before  the  Merchants'  Association 
of  Boston,  January  8,  1889;  Argu- 
ment of  Hon.  Granville  P.  Hawes 
before  Committee  of  the  New  York 
Senate,  1888;  "Combinations: 
their  Uses  and  Abuses,  with  a  his- 
tory of  the  Standard  Oil  Trust," 
by  S.  C.  T.  Dodd,  Esq.,  1888;  "A 
Statement  of  Pending  Legislation 
and  its  Consequences,"  by  S.  C.  T. 
Dodd,  Esq.,  1888;  Winter's  Bibliog- 
raphy of  "Trusts,"  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.   J.   236;    Address   by    John    H. 


Flagler,  President,  etc.,  before  the 
Commercial  Club  of  Providence, 
Rhode  Island,  December  15,  1888; 
Argument  of  Thomas  J.  Semmes, 
Esq.  on  behalf  of  the  Cotton  Oil 
Trust,  New  Orleans,  March  12, 
1889;  Argument  of  General  Roger 
A.  Pryor  before  Committee  of  the 
New  York  Senate,  1888;  "Trust 
Combinations,"  by  General  Roger 
A.  Pryor,  1888;  "Illegality  of  Trust 
Monopolies,"  by  General  Roger  A. 
Pryor,   1888;    Arguments  of  John 

E.  Parsons,  Charles  P.  Daly,  and 
James  C.  Carter,  on  behalf  of  the 
Sugar  Refineries'  Company,  New 
York,  1889;  "Illegality  of  Trust 
Combinations,  a  Cause  of  Corpo- 
rate Forfeiture,"  by  General 
Roger  A.  Pryor,  an  argument  in 
the  Sugar  Trust  Case,  New  York,. 
1889;  "Economic  and  Social  As- 
pect of  Trusts,"  by  George  Gun- 
ton,  Political  Science  Quarterly, 
September,  1888;  "Concerning 
Trusts,"  by  Prof.  Robert  Ellis 
Thompson,  a  paper  read  before 
the  Philadelphia  Social  Science 
Association,  February  21,  1889; 
"Trusts,  their  Cause  and  Effect," 
by  Charles  F.  Beach,  Jr.  (March, 
1888),  3  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  217; 
"The  Proposed  Railway  Trust," 
by  Charles  F.  Beach,  Jr.  (July, 
1889),  5  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  61; 
"Facts  about  Trusts,"  by  Charles 

F.  Beach,  Jr.,  The  Forum,  Sep- 
tember, 1889.  See  also  the  reports, 
and  printed  testimony  of  the  offi- 
cial investigations  of  "Trusts," 
respectively  by  a  Committee  of 
the  Legislature  of  the  state  of 
New  York  (Albany,  March,  1888); 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
(Washington,  March  to  Septem- 
ber, 1888,  also  the  minority  re- 
port), and  the  Canadian  Parlia- 
ment (Ottawa,  May,  1888).  Pro- 
fessor   Theodore    W.    Dwight,    in 
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restraint  of  trade  are  undoubtedly  legal,"  it  was  the  policy  of  the 
ancient  common  law  to  discourage  transactions  and  combinations 
which,  by  reason  of  the  restricted  means  of  transportation  then 
employed,  threatened  to  control  in  any  locality  the  market  price 
of  those  commodities  known  as  the  "necessaries  of  life,"^°  and 


his  erudite  article  in  tlie  Political 
Science  Quarterly  for  December, 
1888,  considers  the  questions 
whether  the  objects  sought  to  be 
accomplished  by  a  "trust"  are 
legal  at  common  law;  and  how 
far  it  will  be  possible  for  a  state 
legislature  or  the  federal  congress 
to  prohibit  it,  if  it  be  legal  at  com- 
mon law. 

19  "Partial  Restrictions  pn  Busi- 
ness Freedom,"  by  Elisha  Green- 
hood,  19  Cent.  L.  J.  202;  "Re- 
straint of  Trade,"  10  Alb.  L.  J. 
41.  In  Diamond  Match  Co.  v. 
Roeber,  106  N.  Y.  473,  it  was  held 
that  "a  pa,rty  may  legally  pur- 
chase the  trade  and  business  of 
another  for  the  very  purpose  of 
preventing  competition,  and  the 
valiffiity  of  the  contract,  if  sup- 
ported by  a  consideration,  will  de- 
pend upon  its  reasonableness  as 
between  the  parties."  It  was  also 
held  that  a  restraint  of  trade  was 
not  general,  but  partial,  though 
covering  the  whole  country  with 
the  exception  of  Nevada  and  Mon- 
tana. Indeed,  excessive  competi- 
tion may  sometimes  result  in  act- 
ual injury  to  the  public,  and  anti- 
competitive contracts  to  avert  per- 
sonal ruin  may  be  perfectly  rea- 
sonable. It  is  only  when  such 
contracts  are  publicly  oppressive 
that  they  become  unreasonable 
and  are  condemned  as  against  pub- 
lic policy.  Horner  v.  Graves,  7 
Bing.  735.  But  "the  cases  where 
anti-competitive  agreements  were 
upheld  had  none  of  the  distin- 
guishing characteristics  of  mo- 
nopoly, but  were  plainly  fair  con- 
tracts entered  into  for  mutual  pro- 
tection, and  were  not  injurious  to 
the  public."  People  v.  North 
River  Sugar  Refining  Co.  (N.  Y. 
Sup.  Ct.  1889)    (1890),  121  N.  Y. 


582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33,  18  Am.  St.  Rep. 
843,  5  Ry.  &  Corp.  L,  J.  56,  citing 
Ontario  Salt  Co.  v.  Merchants'' 
Salt  Co.,  18  Grant's  Chancery,  U- 
C.  540;  Wickens  v.  Evans,  3  Y.  & 
J.  318;  Mogul  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Gregor, 15  Queen's  Bench,  476, 
4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  3.  611;  Schraink 
V.  Scharinghausen,  8  Miss.  App. 
522.  In  Ontario  Salt  Co.  v.  Mer- 
chants' Salt  Co.,  18  Grant's  Ch. 
U.  C.  540,  the  learned  Vice-Chan- 
cellor declared  that  "it  was  out 
of  the  question  to  say  that  the 
agreement  had  for  its  object  the 
creation  of  a  monopoly,  as  the  par- 
ties were  not  the  only  persons  en- 
gaged in  the  production  of  salt 
in  the  province,"  and  after  exam- 
ining the  particular  facts  of  that 
case,  he  adds:  "What  is  this,  more 
than  two  persons  carrying  on  the 
same  trade,  binding  themselves 
not  to  undersell  each  other?" 
.Wickens  v.  Evans,  3  Y.  &  J.  318, 
was  still  freer  from  the  element 
of  monopoly.  The  agreement  was 
confined  to  three  trunk-makers, 
who  divided  England  into  three 
districts,  each  taking  one  and  lim- 
iting himself  to  one.  The  court 
said  that  the  restraint  of  trade 
was  but  partial,  and  that  there 
was  no  monopoly  except  as ,  be- 
tween the  three '  parties,  "because 
every  other  man  may  come  into 
their  districts  and  vend  his  goods." 
Cf.  "Covenants  in  Restraint  of 
Trade,"  5  L.  T.  522. 

20  Lord  Coke  expresses  the  opin- 
ion that  forestalling  and  kindred 
acts  to  enhance  the  price  of  victu- 
als of  necessary  and  common  use, 
constitute  a  crime  at  common 
law;  but  that  such  acts  with  re- 
spect to  articles  of  pleasure  rather 
than  necessity,  were  not  criminal. 
Coke's  Institutes,  ch.  89.    See  also 
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this  policy  has  been  extended  to  secure,  it  is  claimed,  the  free 
operation  of  the  natural  law  of  supply  and  demand  in  other  trades 
and  industries  beyond  the  purview  of  the  earlier  statutes  and  de- 
cisions.^^    But  an  exception  is  made  in  favor  of  the  combination 


Pettamberdass  v.  Thackoorseydass 
(1850),  7  Moore  P.  C.  Cas,  239, 
263,  to  the  point  that  the  dffense 
of  engrossing  was  confined,  at 
common  law,  to  transactions  in 
the  necessaries  of  life.  See  Pro- 
fessor Dwight's  article  on  Trusts 
in  the  Political  Science  Quarterly 
for  December,  1888.  The  statute 
of  5  &  6  Edward  VI.,  c.  14,  im- 
posed severe  penalties  upon  per- 
sons endeavoring  to  enhance  the 
common  price  of  merchandise, 
whom  it  classified  as  "forestall- 
ers,"  "regrators,"  and  "engross- 
ers." And  Hawkins  (Pleas  of  the 
Crown,  ch.  80,  London  ed.,  1739), 
declares  such  acts  to  have  been 
criminal  offenses  at  common  law, 
and  cites  as  authority,  King  v. 
Maynard,  4  Croke,  231.  After  the 
repeal  of  5  &  6  Edward  VI.,  c.  14, 
by  the  act  of  12  Geo.  III.,  c.  71 
(1772),  Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  case 
of  Rex  V.  Waddington  (1801),  1 
East,  143,  held  that  the  offenses 
of  forestalling,  etc.,  related  only 
to  the  necessaries  of  life,  and  that 
there  must  be  a  clear  intent  on 
the  part  of  the  alleged  offender  to 
enhance  the  price  of  the  article; 
and  that  this  intent  might  be  in- 
ferred from  his  acts. 

21  It  is  said  with  sweeping  gen- 
erality that  "Competition  is  the 
life  of  trade,  and  whatever  de- 
stroys or  even  relaxes  competition 
in  trade  is  injurious,  if  not  fatal, 
to  it."  Central  Ohio  Salt  Co.  v. 
Guthrie,  35  Ohio  St.  666;  Santa 
Clara  Valley  Mill  &  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Hayes,  76  Cal.  387;  Arnot  v.  Pitts- 
ton  &  B.  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  558; 
People  V.  Fisher,  14  Wend.  9,  19; 
West  Virginia  Transportation  Co. 
V.  Ohio  River  Pipe  Line  Co.,  46 
Am.  Rep.  527;  Stanton  v.  Allen, 
5  Denlo,  434,  441;  Hooker  v.  Van- 
derwater,  4  Denio,  349,  353;   Peo- 


ple V.  Fisher,  14  Wend.  9;  Craft 
V.  McConoughy,  79  111.  346,  350; 
People  V.  Stephens,  71  N.  Y.  545; 
Marsh  v.  Russell,  56.  N.  Y.  292; 
Hartford,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York 
&  N.  H.  R.  Co.,  3  Roht.  415;  Bris-  » 
bane  v.  Adams,  3  N.  Y.  129;  Liver- 
more  V.  Poor,  5  Hun,  285;  Wright 
V.  Rider,  36  Cal.  242;  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 
Tel.  Co.  (1885),  23  Fed.  Rep.  12; 
Baltimore  &  O.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  (1884),  24  Fed. 
Rep.  319;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  American  Union  Tel.  Co.,  65  Ga. 
160;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Chicago  &  Paducah  R.  Co.,  86  111. 
246,  29  Am.  Rep.  531;  Denver  & 
N.  0.  R.-  Co.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  (1883),  15  Fed.  Rep. 
650;  Crawford  v.  Wick,  18  Ohio 
St.  190;  Parker,  J.,  in  Mitchell  v. 
Reynolds,  1  P.  Williams,  181; 
West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v.  Ohio 
River  Pipe  Line  Co.,  86  111.  246, 
46  Am.  Rep.  527;  Dunlap  v.  Greg-  . 
ory,  10  N.  Y.  244;  Lawrence  v. 
Kidder,  10  Barb.  642;  Chappel  v. 
Brockway,  21  Wend.  163.  See  Les- 
lie V.  Lorillard,  110  N.  Y.  519; 
Darcy  v.  Allien  (The  Case  of  Mo- 
nopolies), 11  Coke,  85,  where  it 
was  declared  that  a  patent  from 
Queen  Elizabeth  conferring  upon 
Darcy  the  sole  right  of  making 
and  importing  playing-cards  was 
a  monopoly,  and  as  such  void 
both  at  common  law  and  under 
the  statute,  and  as  against  public 
policy.  In  Hoffman  v.  Brooks,  11 
Week.  L.  Bui.  358,  the  combination 
was  between  sellers  of  tobacco  for 
the  purpose  of  destroying  competi- 
tion among  themselves.'  It  was 
held  to  be  unlawful,  the  court  say- 
ing: "The  presumption  is  always 
against  the  validity  of  such  agree- 
ments." And  they  will  not  be  en- 
forced   "when    they    include    all 
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of  individuals  for  the  formation  of  joint-stock  companies  and 
corporations,  by  reason  of  the  advantage  to  the  public  resulting 
from  the  aggregation  of  small  amounts  of  capital  for  the  accomp- 
lishment of  enterprises  too  great  to  be  profitably  conducted  by 
individuals  or  by  the  machinery  of  the  ordinary  partnership." 
It  was  with  caution,  however,  that  these  concessions  were  made, 
and  in  the  face  of  much  opposition  on  the  part  of  the  people;^' 
and  popular  opinion  is  still  apprehensive  lest  the  advantages. 


those  engaged  in  any  business  in 
a  large  city  or  dictrict,  are  un- 
limited in  duration,  and  are  mani- 
festly intended,  by  the  surrender 
of  individual  discretion,  by  the 
arbitrary  fixing  of  prices,  or  by 
any  of  the  methods  of  which  the 
hope  of  gain  makes  human  in- 
genuity so  fruitful,  to  strangle 
competition  outright  and  breed 
monopolies."  In  the  Central  R. 
Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  583,  the 
court  observed:  "It  is  a  part  of 
the  public  policy  of  the  state  to 
secure  a  reasonable  competition 
between  its  railroads,  and  it  is 
contrary  to  that  policy  for  one  of 
said  roads  to  attempt  to  secure  a 
controlling  interest  in  another  by 
the  purchase  of  its  stock;  and  any 
contract  made  with  that  view  is 
illegal."  In  Hooper  v.  Vander- 
water,  4  Denio,  349,  it  was  held 
that  an  agreement  between  the 
proprietors  of  five  lines  of  boats, 
engaged  in  the  business  of ^  for- 
warders on  the  Erie  and  Oswego 
canals,  to  run  for  the  remainder 
of  the  season  at  certain  rates  for 
freight  and  passage  then  agreed 
upon,  and  to  divide  the  net  earn- 
ing among  themselves  in  certain 
proportions,  was  a  conspiracy  to 
commit  an  act  injurious  to  trade 
and  consequently  void.  The  ob- 
ject expressed  in  the  agreement 
was  the  "establishing  and  main- 
taining fair  and  uniform  rates  of 
freight  and  equalizing  the  busi- 
ness among  themselves,  and  to 
avoid  all  unnecessary  expense  in 
doing  the  same."  Of  this,  Jewett, 
J.,   observed:    "The   dbject   of  the 


agreement,  as  expressed  in  the 
written  contract,  was  plausible 
enough,  but  it  was  impossible  to 
conceal  the  real  intention."  He 
adds,  that  "the  great,  if  not  the 
sole,  object  of  the  agreement  was 
to  destroy  rivalry  and  keep  up 
the  price  to  certain  rates  fixed  by 
themselves."  Stanton  v.  Allen,  5 
Denjo,  434,  was  a  very  similar 
case,  where  the  court,  without  con- 
sidering the  conspiracy  statute, 
held  that  the  agreement  was  void 
at  common  law,  as  contravening 
public  policy  and  injurious  to  the 
interest  of  the  state. 

22  21  Jac.  I.,  c.  3,  §  9  (1623), 
which,  declaring  the  law  in  re- 
gard to  monopolies,  made  an  ex- 
ception in  favor  of  "any  compa- 
nies or  societies  of  merchants." 
See  also  East  India  Company  v. 
Sandys  (1683,  The  Great  Case  of 
Monopolies),  10  How.  St.  Tr.  1071, 
where  the  exclusive  privileges  of 
the  company  were  sustained. 

23  The  "Bubble  Act"  (6  Geo.  I., 
ch.  18),  declared  the  practice  of 
making  subscriptions  for  commer- 
cial undertakings  without  an  act 
of  incorporation  and  making  the 
certificates  of  subscription  trans- 
ferable, to  be  a  common  nuisance. 
In  Louisiana,  joint-stock  compa- 
nies are  still  Illegal.  Louisiana 
V.  American  Cotton  Oil  Trust 
(1887),  1  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  509. 
The  public  hostility  to  corpora- 
tions has  manifested  itself  in  a 
striking  manner  in  the  "Granger" 
legislation  of  some  of  our  North- 
western states..  See  also  popular 
prejudice  against  exclusive  corpo- 
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which  would,  no  doubt,  result  from  more  extensive  combinations>, 
may  be  offset  by  a  tendency  toward  monopoly,  with  which  large 
combinations  in  trade  menace  the, public  safety.^*  Steam  trans- 
portation, however,  and  the  electric  telegraph,  having  done  away 
with  the  reason  of  the  ancient  rule,  by  rendering  "forestalling" 
and  "engrossing''  and  kindred  mischiefs  impossible,  it  remains- 
to  be  considered  whether  a  policy  which  fosters  a  further  aggre- 
gation of  capital,  may  not  better  conserve  the  public  welfare,  than 
one  which  forces  the  industries  of  the  country  into  ruinous  com- 
petition.^^ The  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  carefully  avoided 
committing  itself  by  dicta  of  sweeping  generality  against  the  in- 
evitable aggregation  of  capital,  and  in  the  Sugar  Trust  Case  ren- 
dered judgment  upon  the  narrowest  and  most  conservative 
grounds.^" 

airy  and  create  monopolies."  And 
again,  speaking  of  corporations, 
"If  allowed  to  engage,  without 
supervision,  in  subjects  of  enter- 
.  prise  foreign  to  their  charters,  or 
if  permitted  unrestrainedly  to 
monopolize  the  avenues  to  that  in- 
dustry in  which  they  are  engaged, 
they  become  a  public  menace, 
against  which  public  policy  and 
statutes   design  protection." 

25  In  Palmer  v.  Stebbins  (1825), 
20  Mass.  188,  the  supreme  court 
of  Massachusetts  expressed  the 
opinion  that  "more  evil  than  good 
is  to  be  apprehended  from  en- 
couragement to  competition  among 
rival  tradesmen,  the  tendency  be- 
ing to  overdo  trade."  And  in  Les- 
lie V.  LorrlUard,  110  N.  Y.  519,  It 
was  said:  "I  do  not  think  that 
competition  is  invariably  a  public 
benefaction,  for  it  may  be  carried 
on  to  such  a  degree  as  to  become 
a  general  evil."  See  "Authorities 
on  Combinations,"  by  S.  C.  T. 
Dodd,  Esq._ 

2s  "And  so  we  have  reached  our 
conclusion,  and  it  appears  to  us  to 
have  been  established  that  the  de- 
fendant corporation  has  violated 
its  charter  and  failed  in  the  per- 
formance of  its  corporate  duties, 
and  that  in  respects  so  material 
and  important  as  to  justify  a  judg- 
ment    of     dissolution.       Having 


rate  privileges,  as  manifested  by 
a  resolution  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons declaring  that  "all  subjects 
of  England  have  equal  right  to 
trade  in  the  East  Indies  unless 
prohibited  by  Parliament"  (5 
Pari.  Hist.  828),  thereby  setting 
aside  the  privileges  gra&ted  to 
the  Bast  India  Cojnpany. 

2*  "Combinations  that  were  jpig- 
mies  in  comparison  with  the  pres- 
ent have  been  repeatedly  de- 
nounced by  the  courts  and  pro- 
nounced to  be  unlawful,  as  tend- 
ing to  breed  monopolies."  Peo- 
ple V.  North  River  Sugar  Re- 
fining Co.  (1890),  121  N.  Y. 
583,  9  L,.  R.  A.  33,  18  Am.  St. 
Rep.  843,  5  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56, 
citing  Hooper  v.  Vanderwater,  4 
Denio,  349;  Stanton  v.  Allen,  5 
Denio,  434;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co. 
V.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St. 
186;  Central  Ohio  Salt  Co.  v. 
Guthri«,  35  Ohio  St.  672;  Croft  v. 
McConoughy,  79  111.  339;  Hoftman 
V.  Broo;ks,  11  Weekly  Law  Bulle- 
tin, 358.  In  Leslie  v.  Lorillard, 
110  N.  Y.  519,  Gray,  J.,  speaking 
of  agreements  in  restraint  of  trade, 
observed:  "In  later  times  the 
danger  in  such  agreements  seems 
only  readily  to  exist  when  cor- 
porations are  parties  to  them,  for 
their  means  and  strength  would 
better  enable  them  to  buy  off  riv- 
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§  937-  Contracts  in  partial  restraint  of  trade. — "The  tend- 
ency of  recent  adjudications  is  marked,  in  the  direction  of  relax- 
ing the  rigor  of  the  doctrine  that  all  contracts  in  general  restraint 
of  trade,  are  void,  irrespective  of  special  circumstances.  Indeed, 
it  has  of  late  been  denied  that  a  hard  and  fast  rule  of  that  kind 
has  ever  been  the  law  of  England.^'  When  the  restraint  is  gen- 
eral, but  at  the  same  time  is  co-extensive  only  with  the  interest 
to  be  protected,  and  with,  the  benefit  meant  to  be  conferred,  there 
seems  to  be  no  good  reason  why,  as  between  the  parties,  the  con- 
tract is  not  as  reasonable  as  when  the  interest  is  partial,  and  there 
is  a  corresponding  partial  restraint.  And  is  there  any  real  public 
interest  which  necessarily  condemns  the  one  and  not  the  other? 


reached  that  result  it  becomes 
needless  to  advance  into  the  wider 
discussion  over  monopolies  and 
competition  and  restraint  of  trade 
and  the  problems  of  political 
economy.  Our  duty  is  to  leave 
them  until  some  proper  emergency 
compels  their  consideration.  With- 
out either  approval  or  disapproval 
of  the  views  expressed  upon  that 
branch  of  the  case  by  the  courts 
below,  we  are  enabled  to  decide 
that  in  this  state  there  can  be  no 
partnerships  of  separate  and  in- 
dependent corporations,  whether 
directly  or  indirectly  through  the 
medium  of  a  trust;  no  substan- 
tial consolidations  which  avoid 
and  disregard  the  statutory  per- 
missions and  restraints;  but  that 
manufacturing  corporations  must 
be  and  remain  several  as  they 
were  created,  or  one  under  the 
statute."  Finch,  J.,  in  People  v. 
North  River  Sugar  Refining  Co. 
(1890),  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A. 
33,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843,  8  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  22. 

27  Match  Co.  V.  Roeber  (1887), 
106  N.  Y.  473,  citing  Hitchcock  v. 
Colter,  6  Adol.  &  E.  438,  where 
Chief  Justice  Tindal  said:  "We 
agree  in  the  general  principle 
adopted  by  the  court  that,  where  a 
restrainst  of  a  party  from  carry- 
ing on  a  trade  is  larger  and  wider 
than  the  protection  of  the  party 
with  whom^  the  contract  is  made 


can  possibly  require,  such  re- 
straint must  be  considered  as  un- 
reasonable in  law,  and  the  con- 
tract which  would  enforce  it 
must  be  ,  therefore  void."  "That 
passage  was  adopted  by  Lord 
Wensleydale,  when  a  baron  of  the 
court  of  exchequer,  in  delivering 
judgment  in  Ward  v.  Byrne,  5 
Mees.  &  W.  548,  561,  and  there- 
fore the  rule  so  expressed  is  the 
authority  of  the  courts  of  Queen's 
Bench,  Exchequer,  and  Exchequer 
Chamber.  If,  therefore,  the  ex- 
tent of  the  restraint  is  not  greater 
than  can  possibly  be  required  for 
the  protection  of  the  plaintiff,  it 
is  not  unreasonable.  .  .  .  But 
then  it  is  said  that  over  and  above 
th«  rule  that  the  contract  shall 
be  reasonable  there  exists  another 
rule,  namely,  that  the  contract 
shall  be  limited  as  to  space,  and 
that  this  contract,  being  in  its 
terms  unlimited  as  to  space,  and 
therefore  extending  to  the  whole 
of  England  and  Wales,  must  be 
void.  Now,  in  the  first  place,  let 
me  consider  whether  such  a  rule 
would  be  reasonable.  There  are 
many  trades  which  are  carried  on 
all  over  the  kingdom,  which  by 
their  very  nature  are  extensive 
and  widely  diffused.  There  are 
others  which  from  their  nature 
and  necessities  are  local."  Match 
Co.  V.  Roeber.  106  N.  Y.  473. 
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It  is  an  encottragement  to  industry  and  to  enterprise,  in  building 
up  a  trade,!  that  a  man  shall  be  allowed  to  sell  the  good  will  of 
the  business  and  the  fruits  of  his  industry  upon  the  best  terms  he 
can  obtain.  If  his  business  extends  over  a  continent,  does  public 
policy  forbid  his  accompanying  the  sale  with  a  stipulation  for  re- 
.straint  co-extensive  with  the  business  which  he  sells  ?"^'  Mr. 
Justice  Bradley,  speaking  upon  this  point,  has  said :  "It  is  a  well- 
settled  rule  of  law,  that  an  agreement  in  general  Testraint  of  trade 
is  illegal  and  void;  but  an  agreement  which  operates  merely  in 
partial  restraint  of  trade  is  good,  provided  it  be  not  unreasonable, 
and  there  be  a  consideration  to  support  it.  In  order  that  it  may 
not  be  unreasonable,  the  restraint  imposed  must  not  be  larger 
than  is  required  for  the  necessary  protection  of  the  party  with 
whom  the  contract  is  made.  .  .  .  This  country  is  substantially 
one  country,  especially  in  all  matters  of  trade  and  business ;  and  it 
is  manifest  that  cases  may  arise  in  which  it  would  involve  too 
narrow  a  view  of  the  subject  to  condemn  as  invalid  a  contract 
not  to  carry  on  a  particular  business  within  a  particular  State."^* 
The  court  held  as  valid  a  contract  between  a,  manufacturing 
corporation,  whose  business  extends  throughout  the  United  States 
and  Canada,  and  one  of  its  traveling  salesmen,  who  had  been  in 
its  employ  for  several  years,  whereby  he  agreed  not  to  enter  the 
service  of  any  business  competitor  of  the  corporation  for  three 
years  after  leaving  its  service.^" 

§  938.     Combinations    to    destroy    competition. — Whatever 
other  implied  powers  a  corporation  may  have,  it  can  have  no  such 

28  Match   Co.  V.  Roeter   (1887),  suit   being   brouglit   by   the   com- 

106  N.  Y.  473.    In  this  case  the  de-  plainant  to  obtain  an  injunction 

fendant,  who  was  a  manufacturer  restraining  his   employment  with 

of  friction  matches  in  the  state  of  a  competitor,  it  was  urged,  among 

New  York,  with  a  large  business  other    things,    that    the    covenant 

throughout  the  United  States  and  was  void  as  against  public  policy 

territories,  sold  his  business  and  because    it    was    in    restraint    of 

good,  will  to  the  complainant  cor-  trade.     The   injunction,   however, 

poration,  with  a  covenant  that  he  was  awarded, 

would    not    at    any    time    within  29  Navigation  Co.  v.  Winsor,  20 

ninety-nine   years   engage   in   the  Wall.  64. 

manufacture    or   sale    of    friction  so  Carter  v.  Ailing  (U.  S.  C.  Ct. 

matches,  except  as  an  employee  of  1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  428,  cit- 

complainant,    within    any    of   the  ing   and   reviewing   Whittaker   v. 

states  or  territories  of  the  United  Howe,   3  Beav.   383;    Rousillon  v. 

States    except   Nevada    and    Mon-  Rousillon,  14  Ch.  Div.  351;  Match 

tana.      He    subsequently    entered  Co.  v.   Roeber    (1887),   106   N.  Y. 

into   the   employment   of   a   rival  473;  Navigation  Co.  v.  Winsor,  20 

company  to  manufacture  matches  Wall.  64. 
in  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  and  on 
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power  to  enter  into  any  agreement  which  is  opposed  to  the  com- 
mon weal,  or  otherwise  contrary  to  public  policy.  Nor  is  it  in 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  grant  any  such  authority  by  ex- 
press charter  or  statute,  to  a  corporation  to  work  injury  to  the 
public.  Where  authority  to  do  what  is  opposed  to  public  policy  • 
is  inserted  in  the  articles  of  incorporation,  courts  will  refuse  to 
maintain  such  authority.,  A  corporation  can  not  bind  itself  by 
any  agreement  to  do  anything  prejudicial  to  public  interest.  Such 
an  agreement  is  void.^^ 

Illustrations. — An  agreement  between  publishers  and  dealers 
in  books,  whereby  they  agree  not  to  sell  books  of  any  kind  to 
dealers,  who  shall  be  suspected  of  selling  copyrighted  books  at 
less  than  the  net  price  fixed  by  publishers,  or  supply  books  to 
dealers  suspected  of  making  such  sales,  violates  the  New  York 
statute  declaring  to  be  "void  as  against  public  policy,  every  con- 
tract whereby  a  monopoly  is,  or  may  be  created  in  the  sale  of 
any  commodity  of  common  use,  or  whereby  competition  in  the  sup- 
ply or  price  of  any  such  article  is  restrained  or  prevented,  or 
whereby  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  or  maintaining  a  mo- 
nopoly, the  free  prosecution  of  any  la,wful  business  is,  or  may 
be  restricted."  A  combination  creating  a  monopoly  of  the  sale  of 
books  not  protected  by  copyright,  offends  against  the  statute  as 
much  as  if  it  related  to  any  other  commodity.'^  The  ordinary  trust 
agreement  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  void,  being  a  contract 
to  eliminate  competition  and  restrain  trade.  Any  alliance  between 
rival  corporations  engaged  in  similar  business,  whereby  to  curtail 
competition,  by  means  of  purchase  by  one  corporation  of  stock 
in  the  other  for  purpose  of  control,  will  be  restrained  by  a  court 
of  equity,  and  the  corporations  be  subject  to  forfeiture  of  charter.'^ 
Though  such  agreement  be  entered  into  between  stockholders  or 
directors,  and .  the  trustees  of  the  organization,  and  not  by  the 
board  of  directors,  nevertheless  their  acts  will  be  imputed  to  the 
corporation ;  and  for  entry  into  such  partnership  to  crush  com- 
petition, the  .corporation  may  forfeit  its  charter.'" 

§  939-  Combinations  distinguished,  as  to  their  legality,  or 
illegality. — The  cases  upon  this  subject  seem  naturally  to  sep- 
arate into  two  classes.  In  one,  the  question  is,  whether  the  con- 
tracting party  has,  to  a  greater  extent  than  fairly  required  for  the 

31  Gibbs  V.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  49  130  111.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  497,  17  Am. 
Ohio  St.  137.  St.  Rep.  319. 

32  Strauss  v.  Pub.  Assn.  (1904),  34  People  v.  N.  River,  etc.,  121 
177  N.  Y.  143,  64  L.  R.  A.  701.             N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33,  18  Am. 

33  People   V.    Chicago,    etc.    Co.,      St.  Rep.  843.  > 
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protection  of  his  private  interests,  disabled  liimself  from  carry- 
ing on  his  trade  or  business,  and  so  not  only  deprived  society  of  a 
useful  member,  but  created  a  strong  probability  of  adding  to  its 
burdens  by  reason  of  idleness  or  crime.  The  public  in  this  class 
of  cases  is  affected  only  indirectly  through  the  individual  con- 
tracting.'^  In  the  other  class,  the  question  arising  upon  agree- 
ments creating  combinations  of  persons  engaged  or  interested  in 
the  same  kind  of  business,  is  whether  their  object  and  effect  are 
to  directly  affect  the  public  "by  preventing  competition  and  en- 
hancing prices,"  or  "by  exposing  it  to  the  evils  of  monopoly."'" 
The  law,  as  well  said  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  will  not  lightly  interfere 
with  the  citizen's  liberty  to  contract  as  he  will,  but  the  interests 
of  the  public  have  led  to  unquestionable  limitations  of  such  lib- 
erty.*' In  the  first  class  of  cases  just  named,  the  interest  of  the 
public  and  those  of  the  party,  are,  to  a  great  extent,  the  same 
Both  forbid  any  restriction  of  his  earning  power  without  an 
equivalent,  and  this  is  the  reason,  why  only  a  partial  restriction 
is  permitted,  and  that  only  for  a  valuable  consideration.  In  the 
second  class  of  cases,  the  immediate  interests  of  the  public,  and 
those  of  the  contracting  parties,  are  in  conflict.  The  former  de- 
sire lower,  the  latter  higher  prices.  Any  prevention  of  competi- 
tion injures  the  public  in  this  regard.  But  when  competition  be- 
comes so  great  that  those  engaged  in  a  business  can  not  carry 
it  on  without  loss,  the  public  becomes  exposed  to  the  same  danger 
as  in  the  first  class.  The  law,  therefore,  applies  an  analogous 
rule.  Those  engaged  in  any  trade  or  business  may,  to  such  lim- 
ited extent  as  may  be  fairly  necessary  to  protect  their  interests, 
enter  into  agreements  which  will  result  in  diminishing  competi- 
tion and  so  increasing  prices.  Just  the  extent  to  which  this  may 
be  done,  the  courts  have  been  careful  not  to  define,  just  as  they 
have  refused  to  set  monuments  along  the  line  between  fairness 
and  fraud.'' 

Similarity  of  the  "trust"  to  an  tmincorporated  joint-stock  com- 
pany.— Joint-stock  companies  were  legal  under  English  common 
law,  and  are  common  in  this  country,  and  often  assume  the  powers 
and  privileges  of  corporations.     In  Louisiana,  however,  they  are 

36  Hoffman  v.  Brooks,  11  Week.  Fed.  Rep.  632;   8  West.  Jur.  511; 

L.  Bui.  258,  citing  Lange  v.  Werk,  by  A.  T.   Harper  in   1   Quart.   J. 

2  Ohio  St.  519;   Tliomas  v.  Wiley,  Econ.  28. 

3  Ohio  St.  225.  Gf.  Anderson  v.  S6  Alger  v.  Thacker,  19  Pick.  51. 
Jett  (1889),  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  570.  s?  in  Printing  Co.  v.  Lamson,  L. 
See    generally    upon    monopolies,  R.  19  Eq.  465. 

notes  and  articles  in  3  Am.  L.  J.  38  Hoffman  v.  Brooks,  11  Week. 

N.  S.  283;  by  Robert  Desty  in  11      L.  Bui.  258. 
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contrary  to  law.  Accordingly  the  court  there  held  in  the  case  of 
the  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Trust,  that  it  being  a  form  of  unincorporated 
ioint-stock  company,  was  therefore  illegal  and  disqualified  to  do 
husiness  within  that  State.^'  No  such  conclusion  could  have  been 
reached  elsewhere,  where,  as  generally,  the  common  law  is  the 
rule  of  practice  and  decision.  But  ground  for  exclusion  would 
necessarily  be  the  company's  abuse  of  assumed  corporate  powers 
and  privileges.'"' 

§  940.  Agreements  that  are  not  unlawful  combinations. 
— It  is  not  every  combination  among  corporations  that  is  il- 
legal; neither  is  every  combination  for  the  purpose  of  obviating 
the  evils  of  competition  to  be  regarded  as  contrary  to  public 
policy.  Thus,  an  agreement  by  a  steamship  ■  company,  to  pay 
a  certain  sum  monthly  to  the  owner  of  a  competing  line,  in  con- 
sideration of  his  discontinuing  running  his  vessels  over  that  route, 
and  agreeing  not  to  sell  or  charter  his  vessels  for  use  on  it,  nor 
to  be  in  any  way  interested  in  steamships  running  over  it,  was 
held  to  be  a  contract  not  in  restraint  of  trade.*^    So,  an  agreement 


30  Tide  infra,  §  950,  Cotton 
Seed  Oil  Tkust;  State  of  Louisi- 
ana V.  American  Cotton  Oil  Trust, 
40  La.  Ann.  8. 

*o  At  common  law  an  unincor- 
porated joint-stock  company  is 
legal  and  valid.  Greene  v.  People 
(111.  1889),  21  N.  E.  605.  It  lies 
midway  between  a  corporation  and 
a  partnership.  It  has  no  limited 
liability  as  has  the  corporation, 
and  it  is  not  dissolved  by  a  trans- 
fer of  stock  as  is  a  partnership. 
It  is  lawful  for  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany to  place  all  its  stock  in  the 
liands  of  a  trustee,  to  carry  on  the 
business  in  his  name,  and  under 
his  management.  Such  trusts  may 
1)8  created  for  any  purposes 
which  are  not  illegal.  Graff  v. 
Bennett  (1865),  31  N.  Y.  9.  And 
some  states,  as  Michigan,  Wiscon- 
sin, Minnesota,  California,  Da- 
kota, North  Carolina,  Georgia, 
Pennsylvania,  Connecticut,  Ken- 
tucky and  Vermont  by  statute  ex- 
pressly specify  the  objects  for 
which  a  trust  may  be  created. 
Stimson  Amer.  Statute  Law, 
I  1703. 


« Leslie  v.  Lorillard  (1888), 
110  N.  Y.  519.  In  this  case  the 
complaint  alleged  that  one  of  the 
defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
torting money,  threatened  to  have 
the  company  of  which  he  was 
president  run  steamships  in  op- 
position to  the  Old  Dominion  Co., 
and  thereby  induced  the  latter  to 
agree  to  make  him  monthly  pay- 
ments In  consideration  of  an 
agreement  to  withdraw  the  op- 
position; that  the  Old  Dominion 
Co.  had  been  succeeded  by  a  new 
company,  of  which  plaintiff  was 
a  stockholder,  and  that  this  com- 
pany had  made  a  new  contract 
modifying  the  former  one;  that 
plaintiff  has  requested  the  direct- 
ors of  his  company  to  pay  no  more 
money  under  it  and  to  bring  an 
action  for  its  cancellation,  which 
they  have  refused  to  do.  But 
the  court  held  that,  as  the  com- 
plainant does  not  allege  any 
fraud  to  which  the  officers  of  the 
Old  Dominion  Co.  were  parties, 
nor  any  deception  or  collusion  as 
to  the  second  contract,  it  does  not 
show  any  right  in  plaintiff  to  sue 
for  cancellation. 
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between  railway  companies  for  the  division  of  territory,  to  obviate 
the  evils  of  parallel  construction  of  branch  lines,  has  been  con- 
sidered by  the  court  upon  the  question  at  issue  between  the  parties 
without  deciding  upon  questions  of  public  policy.**  And  a  like 
silence  was  preserved  by  the  federal  circuit  court  in  a  modern 
case,  holding  that  mere  disuse  of  a  manufacturing  plant  under 
an  agreement  with  other  manufacturers  to  restrict  production, 
although  attended  with  the  decay  and  dilapidation  inseparable 
from  disuse,  is  not  such  destruction  or  waste  as  to  entitle  a  mort- 
gagee to  ask  for  a  receiver.*"  The  reason  for  the  arrangement 
with  the  other  company,  as  stated  in  the  case,  was  that  the  latter 
had  such  facilities  that  it  could  produce  the  manufactured  article 
at  a  cheaper  cost;  and  it  was  claimed  that  it  was  better  for  the 
defendant  to  pay  what  it  did  for  thus  furnishing  its  proportion, 
than  to  furnish  it  from  its  own  mills.  "The  defendant's  mills 
and  works,"  said  the  court,  "have  therefore  remained  idle,  and 
have  suffered  from  the  decay  and  dilapidation  incident  to  all 
such  works  when  disused.  The  prima  facie  showing  of  gross 
neglect  and  despoiling  of  the  property,  made  in  support  of  the 
motion,  is  fairly  refuted  by  the  answer  of  the  defendant  and  the 
affidavits  of  others  supporting  the  answer,  and  the  result  of  all 
the  evidence  is  that  no  such  destruction  or  waste  of  the  property 
as  would  on  that  account  warrant  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
is  shown.  To  justify  such  an  appointment  the  waste  must  be 
seripus,  and  the  danger  of  destruction  or  impairment  of  the  se- 
curity imminent."*"  Although  a  combination  be  illegal,  a  cor- 
poration may  be  estopped  from  setting  up  its  illegality  as  against 
a  receiver  appointed  to  take  charge  of  the  property  of  the  com- 

« Ives  V.  Smith  (1890),  8  N.  Y.  lutions  were  read  at  the  meeting, 
Supp.  46.  In  this  case  two  rail-  or  the  attention  of  the  stockhold- 
road  companies  entered  Into  a  ers  called  to  them,  and  there  was 
contract  by  which  certain  terri-  evidence  that  some  of  the  assent- 
tory  was  preserved  to  each,  in  ing  stockholders  were  misled, 
which  it  should  prosecute  the  The  court  held  that  there  was  no 
work  of  extending  its  hranch  such  ratification  of  the  directors' 
lines.  After  the  directors  of  one  resolutions  as  would  preclude  the 
of  the  contracting  companies  had  stockholders  from  insisting  that 
passed  resolutions  to  construct  the  contract  be  performed, 
branch  lines  in  violation  of  the  _  *b  Union  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  V.  Con- 
contract,  a  meeting  of  the  stock-  'tinental  Ins.  Co.  (1889),  37  Fed. 
holders  passed  a  resolution  ratify-  Rep.   286. 

ing  all  the  acts  of  the  directors  is  Union  Mutual  L.   Ins.   Co.  v. 

during  a  period  covering  the  dates  Union   Mills    Plaster   Co.    (1889), 

of  the  resolutions  referred  to,  but  37  Fed.  Rep.  286,  290,  291. 
it  did  not  appear  that  those  reso- 


§  941.J 
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bination.*^  So,  a  company  having  received  the  proceeds  of  sale 
of  its  property  to  a  competitor,  who  bought  to  stifle  competition, 
has  been  held  to  be  estopped  from  pleading  want  of  authority  in 
its  executive  committee  to  enter  into  the  contract.**-  It  has  been 
held  that  the  owners  of  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  a  corpora- 
tion may  agree  to  act  as  a  unit  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  its 
management;*"  that  an  agreement  to  fix  a  minumum  price  is 
valid  ;^°  that  one  may  legally  purchase  the  trade  or  business  of  an- 
other, for  the  very  purpose  of  preventing  competition  f^  that  rail- 
roads may  validly  agree  to  divide  their  profits  proportionally  with 
a  view  to  preventing  competition  f^  and  that  an  arrangement  be- 
tween vessel  owners  to  keep  business  to  themselves  and  prevent 
competition  by  crowding  out  a  competitor,  is -not  invalid  so  long 
as  no  illegal  means  are  resorted  to.°* 

§  941.  Unlawful  agreements  to  fix  prices. — Combinations 
between  corporations  which  would  otherwise  be  natural  com- 
petitors in  business,  are  idtra  vires  and  illegal ;  courts  will  not  aid 
in  the  enforcement  of  such  agreements  nor  of  contracts  arising 
therefrom;'**  all  their  privileges  and  franchises  are  thereby  sub- 


*^  Pittsburgh  Carbon  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Millin   (1889),  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  433. 

*8  Metropolitan  Tel.  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Domestic  Tel.  &  T.  Co.  (N.  J. 
1888),  14  Atl.  Rep.  907. 

4s  Barnes  v.  Brown,  80  N.  Y.  327. 

50  Marsh  v.  Russell,  66  N.  Y.  288. 

51  Dlamoild  Match  Co.  v.  Roe- 
ber,  106  N.  Y.  473.  See  further 
as  to '  the  legality  of  contracts  in 
restraint  of  trade,  the  annotations 
of  Callahan  v.  Donnelly,  13  Am. 
Rep.  173,  45  Cal.  152;  Smalley  v. 
Greene,  35  Am.  Rep.  269,  52  Iowa, 
241;  Bergamini  v.  Bastian,  48  Am. 
Rep.  223,  35  La.  Ann.  60;  Tardy 
V.  Creasy,  59  Am.  Rep.  686,  81  Va. 
553;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Burlington  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,,  11  Fed. 
Rep.  10. 

52  Shrewsbury,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
London,  etc.  R.  Co.,  6  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
652,  where  it  was  held  that  such 
an  agreement  promotes  the  public 
interest;  and  that  it  is  not  to  the 
interest  of  the  public  that  rail- 
ways should  ruin  one  another. 
See  brief  of  Messrs.  Daly,  Carter 
and    Parsons    for    defendants    in 

Vol.  11  —  90 


People  V.  North  River  Sugar  Re- 
fining Co.   (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1889), 

5  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56,  citing  the 
cases  above  and  Leslie  v.  Loril- 
lard,  110  N.  Y.  519;  Wickins  v. 
Evans,  3  Y.  &  J.  318;  and  Collins 
v.  Locke,  L.  R.  4  App.  674,  685. 

53  Mogul  Steamship  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Gregor, Gow  &  Co.,  6  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.  J.  136. 

54  Beach  on  Railways,  §  588.  A 
corporation  is  not  a  "person" 
within  the  Louisiana  statute  au- 
thorizing the  formation  of  a  cor- 
poration by  any  number  of  "per- 
sons" not  less  than  six.     Factors' 

6  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  Har- 
bor Protection  Co.,  37  La.  Ann. 
233.  "Corporations  cannot  con' 
solidate  their  funds,  or  form  a 
partnership,  unless  authorized  by 
express  grant  or  necessary  impli- 
cation." New  York  and  Sharon 
Canal  Co.,  etc.  r.  Fulton  Bank,  7 
Wend.  412;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Cor- 
porations, §  272;  Taylor  on  Corpo- 
rations, §§  305,  419,  420;  Green's 
Brice's  Ultra  Tires,  416;  Mallory 
v.  Oil  Works,  2   Pickle    (Tenn.), 
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jected  to  f orf eiture  ;'"*  and  criminal  proceedings   for  conspiracy 


588,  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  202;  1 
Morawetz  on  Corporations,  §  376; 
People  V.  North  River  Sugar  Re- 
fining Co.  (1890),  121  N.  Y.  582, 
affirming  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1889)  5 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56,  where  Judge 
Barrett  said:  "It-  is  well  settled 
that  corporations  cannot  cons61i- 
date  their  funds  or  form  a  part- 
nership unless  authorized  by  ex- 
press grant  or  necessary  implica- 
tion; nor  can  they  enter  into  any 
arrangement  amounting  to  a  prac- 
tical consolidation  or  co-partner- 
ship," citing  Angell  &  Ames, 
§  272;  Taylor  on  Corporations, 
§§  305,  419,  420;  Green's  Brice's 
Ultra  Vires,  416;  1  Morawetz  on 
Corporations,  §§  376-421;  New 
York  &  Sharon  Canal  Co.  v.  Ful- 
ton Bank,  7  Wend.  412;  Whitten- 
ton  Mills  V.  Upton,  10  Gray,  582; 
Marine  Bank  t.  Ogden,  29  111.  248; 
and  adding  that  it  was  doubtless 
because  of  the  recognition  of  this 
principle  that  statutes  have  been 
passed  a.uthorizing  consolidations 
in  a  certain  speciiled  manner  and 
under  fixed  conditions.  "Trans- 
fers of  power  of  one  corporation 
to  another,  without  the  authority 
of  the  legislature,  are  against  pub- 
lic policy."  Chicago  Gas  Light  Co. 
V.  Peoples'  Gas  Light  Co.,  121  lU. 
53.0,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  124.  In  Brad- 
ford, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  New  York,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  48  Hun,.  621,  the  case  was 
this:  The  Bradford  Railroad  Co., 
a  tributary  of  the  New  York, 
Lake  Brie  &  Western  Railroad 
Co.,  desired  the  assistance  of  the 
latter  company  in  the  completion 
of  its  road,  and  to  that  end  the 
Bradford  comiJany  engaged  "to 
cause  to  be  deposited"  with  the 
Erie  company  "a  majority  of  its 
capital  stock,"  so  as  to  give  the 
]3rie  company  "the  right  to  vote 
upon  the  stock  so  deposited,"  Ac- 
cordingly, "a  majority  of  the  own- 
ers of  the  Bradford  company 
stock  deposited  it  with  the  Brie 
company,"  but  the  court,  per  Dan- 


iels, J.,  held  the  agreement  ille- 
gal, because  it  transferred  the 
control  of  the  Bradford  company 
to  the  Erie.  Hafer  v.  New  York, 
L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (1886),  19  Abb. 
N.  Cas.  454;  Vanderbilt  v.  Ben- 
nett, 19  Abb.  N.  Cas.  460,  2  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  409;  Thomas  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  101  U.  S.  83.  Agree- 
ments tending  to  monopoly — i.  e., 
"any  combination  among  mer- 
chants to  raise  the  price  of  mer- 
chandise, to  the  detriment  of  the 
public,"  are  illegal.  Amot  v. 
Pittston  &  E.  Coal  Co.  (1877),  68 
N.  Y.  559;  Stanton  v.  Allen,  5 
Denlo,  434;  Clancy  v.  Onondaga 
Salt  Co.  (1862),  62  Barb.  395; 
Hooper  v.  Vanderwater,  4  Denio, 
349;  Fisher  v.  People,  14  Wend. 
9,  19;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Bar- 
clay Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St.  182;  Cen- 
tral Ohio  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  35 
Ohio  St.  666,  672;  Croft  v.  Mc- 
Conoughy,  79  111.  339;  Santa 
Clara  Valley  Mill  &  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Hayes,  76  Cal.  387,  38  Alb.  L.  J. 
279;  Bank  v.  King,  44  N.  Y.  87; 
Darcy  v.  Allein  (Case  of  Monopo- 
lies), 11  Coke,  84;  Raymond  v. 
Leavitt,  46  Mich.  447;  India  Bag 
Co.  V.  Koch,  14  La.  Ann.  164;  Ray 
V.  Mackin,  100  111.  246;  People  v. 
Stephens,  71  N.  Y.  545;  Marsh  v. 
Russell,  66  N.  Y.  288;  Hartford 
&  N.  H.  R.  Co.  V.  New  York  & 
N.  H.  R.  Co.  (1865),  3  Robt.  (N. 
Y.  Super.  Ct),  411;  Hilton  v.  Eck- 
ereley,  6  BU.  &  B.  47;  Central  R., 
etc.  Co.  V.  Collins,  40  Ga.  646; 
Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren 
Bridge,  11  Pet.  567;  2  Kent,  271, 
marginal  note  c;  Stewart  v.  Erie 
&  Western  Transp.  Co.  (1871),  17 
Minn.  372;  Chicago' Gas  Light  Co. 
V.  People's.  Gas  Light  Co.,  121  111. 
530;  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  St.  Louis 
Gas  Light  Co.,  70  Mo.  69,  cited  by 
Genl.  Roger  A.  Pryor,  for  the 
people  in  People  v.  North  River 
Sugar  Refining  Co.,  supra. 

55  People  V.  North  River  Sugar 
Refining  Co.  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1889), 
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may  be  brought  against  them.^"    Under  a  statute,  authorizing 
incorporation  "for  any  lawful  purpose,"  the  corporation  is,  never- 


5  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56,  affirmed 
(1890),  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A. 

33,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843.  The  rule 
that  an  illegal  or  unauthorized 
act  Is  sufficient  ground  of  corpo- 
rate forfeiture,  Is  abundantly  il- 
lustrated by  adjudicated  cases. 
People  V.  Oakland  County  Bank, 
Dougl.  (Mich.)  282;  People  v. 
,  Geneva  College,  5  Wend.  211;  At- 
torney-General V.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.,  35  Wis.  432,  532;  State  v. 
Seneca  County  Bank,  5  Ohio  St. 
171;  Commonwealth  v.  Commer- 
cial Bank,  28  Pa.  St.  383;  State  v. 
Commercial  Bank,  33  Wis.  474; 
State  V.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W. 
Ry.  Co.,  45  Wis.  579,  where  keep- 
ing the  corporate  books  and  prin- 
cipal place  of  business  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  state  was  con- 
sidered a  sufficient  ground  of  for- 
feiture even  though  there  be  no 
statute  expressly  requiring  them 
to  be  kept  within  the  state;  Peo- 
ple V.  Dispensary,  7  Lans.  304; 
Bank  of  Vincennes  &  State  Bank 
of  Indiana  v.  State  (1823),  1 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  267;  Attorney- 
General  V.  Petersburg,  etc.  R.  Co., 

6  Ired.  456;  People  v.  Utica  Ins. 
Co.,  15  Johns.  358;  State  v.  Atchi- 
son &  N.  R.  Co.  (1888),  24  Neb. 
143,  4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  86;  Penn- 
sylvania R.  Co.  V.  St.  Louis,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  118  V.  S.  290;  Kyd  on 
Corp.  479  et  seq.;  Angell  &  Ames 
on  Corp.,  §■§  774-776;  Green's 
Brice's  Ultra  Vires,  787;  People  v. 
Bristol,  23  Wend.  233-250. 

56  Raymond  v.  Leavitt,  46  Mich. 
447;  Rex  v.  De  Berenger,  3  M. 
&  S.  67;  Rex  v.  Hilhens,  .2  CMtty, . 
163;  Rex  v.  Waddington,  1  East, 
143,  167;  Rex  v.  Sterling,  1  Keble, 
650;  Anon.  12  Modem,  248;  Peo- 
ple V.  Melvin,  2  Wheeler's  Cr. 
Cas.  262;  Commonwealth  v.  Car- 
lisle, Brightley  (Pa.),  36;  4  Black- 
.stone's  Commentaries,  158,  159;   1 


Bishop  on  Criminal  Law,  §  969; 
1  Russell  on  Crimes,  168;  3  Coke's 
Institute,  89.  So  in  New  York,  by 
express  provision  of  statute.  N.  Y. 
Penal  Code,  §  168,  sub.  6;  People 
V.  Fisher,  14  Wend.  9;  Morris  Run 
Co.  V.  Barclay,  68  Pa.  St.  174; 
Hooker  v.  Vanderwater,  4  Denio, 
249;  Clancy  v.  Onondago  Salt  Co. 
(1862),  62  Barb.  395.  See  "Law 
of  Conspiracy  as  applied  to  Trade 
Competition,"  30  Sol.  J.  &  Rep. 
197.  In  Morris  Run  v.  Barclay 
Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St.  168,  the  com- 
bining mines  were  not  the  only 
ones  in  the  region,  much  less  in 
the  country.  It  appeared  that  there 
was  another  mine  in  the  region 
not  within  the  combination,  but 
that  the  product  of  that  mine 
could  only  reach  the  market 
(sought  to  be  controlled)'  by  tide- 
water. It  also  appeared  that 
there  were  other  mines  in  two 
other  counties  of  the  state, 
though  the  quantities  taken  from 
thein  were  small.  Still  the*  court 
held  that  the  combination  was  not 
only  illegal  but  a  criminal  of- 
fense. The  common-law  origin  of 
this  doctrine  was  dwelt  upon — 
while  an  individual  may  do 
many  things  to  oppress  others. 
Which  though  morally  wrong  are 
not  subject  of  legal  discipline,  he 
cannot  lawfully  combine  with  an- 
other to  do  the  same  things.  The 
wrong  which,  when  done  by  the 
individual,  cannot  be  redressed, 
becomes  a  conspiracy  the  moment 
it  is  effected  by  two  or  more  in 
combination.  As  the  learned 
Judge  Agnew  observed:  "The 
combination  has  a  power  in  its 
confederated  form  which  no  indi- 
vidual action  can  confer.  The 
•  public  interest  must  succumb  to 
it,  for  it  has  left  no  competition 
free  to  correct  its  baleful  influ- 
ences." 
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thelfess,  illegal,  where  the  purpose  is  to  create  a  monopoly."^  An 
agreement  of  dealers,  fixing  prices  and  refusing  to  sell  to  other 
dealers,  unless  they  sell  at  such  fixed  price,  is  illegal,  and  void.^' 
A  merchant  may  enjoin  other  merchants  frorn  combining  to 
prevent  others  from  selling  goods  to  him,  unless  he  will  agree 
to  sell  at  prices  they  fix.^"  Where  several  ice  companies  agree  tO' 
sell  ice  to  a  single  corporation  only,  this  is  in  violation  of  the 
anti-trust  law.°°  And  the  charter  of  a  gas  cornpany,  formed  to- 
combine  all  other  gas  and  electric  light  companies  of  the  city^ 
was  forfeited."^  The  Texas  anti-trust  law  was  declared  unconsti- 
tutional as  violative  of  the  right  of  contract  guaranteed  by  the 
United  States  constitution.*^  The  Nebraska  anti-trust  law  was 
also  held  unconstitutional,  as  violative  of  the  right  of  contract.^* 
Manufacturers  combining  to  sell  machines  to  a  corporation  which 
is  to  fix  and  collect  prices  guaranteed  by  another  corporation  in- 
the'  combination,  can  not  enforce  payment  of  dividends  upon 
stock  received  in  payment  for  the  machines.'*  Strikers  enjoined 
at  suit  of  a  corporation  from  obstructing  the  streets,  cannot,  as 


57  People  V.  Chicago  Gas  Co. 
(1889),  130  111.  268;  Harding  v. 
American,  etc.  Co.  (1899),  182  111. 
551,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  189;  Central 
Elevator  v.  People  (1898),  174  111. 
203,  43  L.  R.  A.  658;  People  v. 
Chicago,  etc.  Exchange,  170  111. 
556  (1897),  39  L.  R.  A.  373,  62 
Am.  St.  Rep.  404;  Coquard  v.  Na- 
tional, etc.  Co.  (1898),  171  111. 
480;  People  v.  Milk  Exchange 
(1895),  145  N.  Y.  267,  27  L.  R.  A. 
437,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  609;  Cum- 
mlngs  V.  Union,  etc.  Co.  (1900), 
164  N.  T.  401,  52  L.  R.  A.  262,  79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  655;  Matter  of  Da- 
vies  (1901),  168  N.  Y.  89,  56  L. 
R.  A.  .855;  Beechley  v.  Mulville 
(1897),  102  Iowa,  602,  63  Am.  St. 
Rep.  479;  State  v.  Smiley  (Kan. 
1902),  69  Pac.  199;  State  v. 
Phipps  (1893),  50  Kan.  609,  31 
Pac.  1097,  18  L.  R.  A.  657,  34  Am. 
St.  Rep.  152;  Greenville  v.  Plant- 
ers,' etc.  Co.  (1893),  70  Miss.  669, 
13  So.  879,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  681; 
Kellogg  V.  Lehigh,  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 
(1901),  61  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  35; 
Drake  v.  Siebold  (1894),  81  Hun, 
178;  State  v.  Buckeye,  etc.  Co. 
<1900),  61  Ohio  St.  520;  Nester  v. 


Continental,  etc.  Co.  (1894),  16L 
Pa.  St.  473,  24  L.  R.  A.  247,  41 
Am.  St.  Rep.  894;  State  v.  Schlitz„ 
etc.  Co.  (1900),  104  Tenn.  715,  5* 
S.  W.  1033,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  941; 
Milwaukee,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Niezero- 
wski  (1897), \95  Wis.  129,  37  L.  R- 
A.  127,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  97. 

68  Cleland  v.  Anderson  (Neb. 
1902),  92  N.  W.  306. 

69  Brown  v.  Jacobs,  etc,  Co.,  41 
S.  E.  533  (Ga.  1902),  57  L.  R.  A. 
547. 

80  Crystal,  etc.  Co.  v.  State,  23- 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  293  (1900),  56  S.  W- 
562. 

61  San  Antonio,  etc.  Co.  v.  State 
(1899),  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  118,  39- 
S.  W.  926,  35  L.  R.  A.  662,  59  Am. 
St.  Rep.  834;  Texas  Brewery  Co. 
V.  Templeman  (1896),  90  Tex.  277„ 
24  S.  "W.  1086;  Welch  v.  Phelps, 
etc.  Co.  (1896),  89  Tex.  653,  36 
S.  W.  71;  Houck  v.  Anheuser,  etc. 
Assn.  (1894),  88  Tex.  184,  30  S.  W. 
869. 

82  r»  re  Grice  (1897),  79  Fed. 
627. 

63  Niagara,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cornell 
(1901),  110  Fed.  816. 

6*  Cravens  v.  Carter  Crume  Co. 


§  9i2.]  "teusts"  and  monopolies.  .         1429 

•defense  set  up  that  the  corporation  is  an  illegal  trust."''  The 
lease  of  a  car-manufacturing  corporation  to  ailother  corporation, 
and  agreement  not  to  manufacture  cars  during  the  term  of  the 
lease,  is  void,  as  an  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,""  but  rent  may- 
be collected  upon  such  a  lease."^  An  illegal  combination  can  not 
enjoin  infringement  upon  its  patents,"'  but  it  is  no  defense  to 
a  suit  for  injunction,  that  the  complainant  has  formed  a  monopoly 
of  all  like  patents."'  And  an  assignment  of  patents  to  such  a 
corporation  formed  to  control  patents  in  a  certain  business,  can 
not  be  revoked  for  breach  of  contract.  Any  such  combination  to 
lessen  production,  suppress  competition,  limit  demand,  or  control 
prices.,  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  void.'"  So,  also,  held 
in  the  Sugar  Trust,  formed  as  a  monopoly  to  raise  the  price  of 
sugar;  whose  charter  was  forfeited.  The  company's  property 
was  afterwards  transferred  to  a  company  organized  in  New 
Jersey.''^ 

§  942.  Trusts  formed  by  consolidation  of  corporations.  Cor- 
porations require  express  authority  to  consolidate. — ^Trusts  in 
their  original  form,  have  largely  disappeared  since  the  courts  have 
established  the  doctrine  that  unions  are  unlawful  between  corpora- 
tions, or  other  associations  entered  into  to  secure^  monopoly  by 
destruction  of  competition ;  and  since  so  many  of  the  States  have 
enacted  anti-trust  laws.  That  original  form  gave  way  to  the 
plan  of  forming  "trusts"  by  means  pf  consolidation  of  corpora- 
tions. Whereas,  under  the  management  of  trustees,  the  trust 
was  declared  an  outlaw,  without  protection  by  legislation,  with  no 
responsibility  to  its  members,  the  consolidated  company,  on  the 
■  other  hand,  is  created  under  the  law,  and  its  directors  and  agents 
are  responsible  thereto.  Thus  are  organized,  many  companies, 
into  one  corporation  with  unlimited  capital  and  interests,  as  broad 
and  expansive  as  the  continent.''^ 

(1899),  92  Fed.  479;   Chesapeake,  es  National,  etc.  Co.  v.  Hench,  83 

etc.   Co.  T.  United  States    (1902),  Fed.     36     (1897),     84     Fed.     226 

115  Fed.  610.  (1898)';   Otis  Elevator  Co.  v.  Gei- 

65  American  Steel,  etc.  Co.  v.  ger  (1901),  107  Fed.  131;  Strait  v. 
Wire,  etc.  Unions  (1898),  90  Fed.  National  Harrow  Co.  (1902),  51 
608.  Fed.  819. 

66  Central,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pullman  'o  Bracher  v.  Hat  Sweat,  etc.  Co. 
P.  Co.  (1891),  139  U.  S.  24;  Oliver  (1892),  49  Fed.  921. 

v.  Gilmore   (1892),  52  Fed.  562.  71  People  v.  North  River,  etc.  Co. 

.    07  United  States  Chemical  Co.  v.  (1890),  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.'A. 

Provident,  etc.  Co.  (1894),  64  Fed.  33,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843. 

S46.  "  Vide  infra,  §  1265,  Consolida- 

68  National,  etc.  Co.  v.  Quick,  67  tion;  Tide  "'Pools,"  infra,  §  946. 
Ted.  130  (1895). 
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Corporations  require  express  authority  to  consolidate. — Corpo- 
rations, of  whatever  class,  tending  to  stifle  competition  and  create 
a  monopoly  in  any  branch  of  business,  can  in  no  way 
combine  their  properties  and  interests,  except  by  means  of  reg- 
ular consolidation  under  express  legislative  authority^'  It  was 
so  held  in  the  "Sugar  Trust,"  and  that  it  was  immaterial  how  the 
improper  combination  was  effected,  whethei-  by  the  formal  cor- 
porate action  of  the  several  corporations,  or  by  action  of  all  the 
stockholders.  There  can  be  "no  partnership  of  separate  and  in- 
dependent corporations,  whether  directly,  or  indirectly  through 
the  medium  of  a  trust ;  no  substantial  consolidations  which  avoid 
and  disregard  the  statutory  permission  and  restraints;  .  .  . 
manufacturing  corporations  must  be,  and  remain,  several,  as  they 
were  created,  or  one,  under  the  statute."  ''*'  In  the  "Standard  Oil 
Trust"  the  same  principles  were  decided,  that,  "an  agreement  by 
which  all,  or  a  majority,  of  the  stockholders  of  a  corporation, 
transfer  their  stock  to  certain  trustees,  in  consideration  of  the 
agreement  of  the  stockkholders  of  other  companies,  and  of  mem- 
bers of  limited  partnerships,  engaged  in  the  same  business,  to  do 
likewise;  and  by  which  all  are  to  receive  in  lieu  of  their  stocks 
and  interests,  so  transferred,  trust  certificates  to  be  issued  by 
the  trustees,  equal  at  par  to  the  value  of  their  stocks  and  in- 
terests ;  and  by  which  the  trustees  are  empowered  as  apparent 
owners  of  the  stock  to  elect  directors  of  the  several  companies,, 
and  thereby  control  their  affairs  in  the  interests  of  the  trust  so 
created;  and  are  to  receive  all  dividends  made  by  the  several 
companies  and  limited  partnerships,  from  which,  as  a  common 
fund,  dividends  are  to  be  made  by  the  trustees  to  the  holders  of 
the  trust  certificates, — tends  to  the  creation  of  a  monopoly  to  con- 
trol production  as  well  as  prices,  and  is  against  public  policy."'^ 

§  943.  Acquiring  stock  in  another  corporation  for  purpose 
of  monopoly. — The  rule  that  one  corporation  may  not  acquire 
the  shares  of  another,  applies  where  the  purpose  is  to  control  the 
business  of  the  other  in  a  way  to  remove  competition.  Such  a  pur- 
chase is  ultra  vires,  and  contrary  to  public  policy.  An  insolvent 
construction  company  contracted  to  build  a  railway  for  a  cor- 
poration, and  received  nearly  all  of  the  latter's  stocks,  bonds,  and 

73  Bailey    v.    Master    Plumbers,  Co.   (1890),  121  N.  Y.  582,  18  Am. 

103  Tenn.  99;    State  ex  rel.  Fire-  St.  Rep.  843. 

men's  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  152  Mo.  1.  's  State  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  49' 

7*  People   v.    North    River,    etc.  Ohio  St.  137  (1892). 
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assets  as  security  for  its  outlay.  Without  beginning  the  work, 
the  persons  in  control  of  the  construction  company  transferred  all 
the  stock  to  the  persons  managing  another  rail-way  already  in 
operation,  among  whom  were  the  president  and  many  .of  its 
directors.  The  funds  of  the  latter  corporation  were  used  in  pur- 
chasing the  stock  of  the  construction  company,  and  in  this  man- 
ner the  said  stock,  and  the  stock  and  assets  of  the  projected  road, 
were  controlled  by  the  same  management  as  the  road  then  in 
operation.  The  latter  began  at  the  same  point,  and  ran  for  nearly 
the  same  distance,  and  in  the  same  general  direction,  as  the  pro- 
jected line,  which  would  be,  when  completed,  a  competing  line. 
It  was  held  that  the  evident  purpose  and  effect  of  the  transaction 
was  to  violate  by  indirection  the  constitution,  rendering  the  pur- 
chase of  the  stock  of  one  corporation  by  another,  and  any  con- 
tract between  them  tending  to  lessen  competition  in  their  respec- 
tive business  or  to  encourage  monopoly,  illegal  and  void."  And 
equity  will  enjoin  the  carrying  out  of  such  an  agreement,  and  will 
seize  the  assets  of  the  insolvent  construction  company  at  the  in- 
stance of  persons  who  have  lent  money  to  its  president  and  sole 
manager  to  use  in  building  the  road,  on  the  faith  of  his  pledge  of 
a  share  of  the  profits  derived  from  the  work,  the  company  oc- 
cupying as  to  them  the  relatorship  of  derelict  trustees.^''  Where 
one  corporation,  having  authority  to  acquire  stock  in  another  be- 
comes the  holder  of  shares,  it  has  the  same  rights  as  any  natural 
person  to  receive  dividends,  and  is  subject  to  like  liabilities  as  any 
other  stockholder,  on  account  of  the  corporate  debts.''*  While 
stock  purchased  without  authority  is  held,  dividends  may  be  col- 
lected, but  the  company  holding  the  stock  has  no  right  to  vote  upon 
it.  An  attempt  so  to  vote  will  be  enjoined  at  the  instance  of 
stockholders  of  the  company  whose  stock  is  so  held.'''  But,  al- 
though a  company's  charter  prohibits  its  purchasing  stock  in  • 
other  companies,  it  can  not,  after  the  stock  has  been  delivered, 
and  as  against  an  innocent  holder  for  value,  defend  a  suit  on  a 
note  by  showing  it  to  have  been  given  for  the  purchase  of  stock 
of  another  corporation.*" 

TeLangdon  v.  Branch,  37  Fed.         tsJm  re  Asiatic  Banking  Corp., 
Eep.  449;   Const.  Ga.,  art.  4,  §  2,      4  Ch.  App.  252. 
par.  4.  ''^  Milbank  v.   New   York,  Lake 

77  Langdon  v.  Branch,   37  Fed.      Erie,  etc.  R.  Co.,  .64  How.  Pr.  20. 
Rep.  449.  *»  Wright  v.  Pipe  Line  Co.,  101 

Pa.  St.  204,  47  Am.  Rep.  701. 
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§  944.  Right  of  one  corporation  to  subscribe  for  stock  in 
another. — It,  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  common  law,  how- 
ever/^ and  to  the  spirit  of  modern  legislation,  that  one  corporation 
should  participate  in  the  management  of  another,  except  under 
restrictions  which  are  deemed  necessary  to  protect  the  public 
from  dangers  said  to  be  incident  to  harmonious  relations  between 
persons  controlling  large  aggregations  of  capital.*^  Accordingly, 
a  corporation  can  not  become  a  stockholder  in  another  cor- 
poration, unless  that  power  be  given  it  ,by  its  charter  or  be 
necessatily  implied  thereiri.^^  The  corporation  itself  may  not 
subscribe  for  its  own  stock;'*  either  in  its  own  name  or  in  the 
name  of  others  as  agents  or  trustees  for  the  corporation.*"  In 
such  case,  the  trustee  will  be  personally  liable  to  corporate  cred- 
itors.** And  a  corporation  may  not  subscribe  for  stock  in  any  other 
corporation  without  express  authority  of  statute  to  do  so,  unless  it 
be  necessary,  in  pursuance  of  the  purposes  of  its  creation,  for  ex- 
ample :  subscription  by  a  construction  company  may  be  made  for 
the  stock  of  the  railroad  it  is  building.*''  But  a  bank  may  not 
subscribe  for  stock  in  a  railroad  corporation,**  nor  can  one  rail- 


si  Vide  supra,  §  855. 

82  Thus,  under  the  recent  codi- 
fication of  the  law  of  corpora- 
tions by  the  legislature  of  New 
York,  it  Is  enacted;  "No  corpora- 
tion shall  use  any  of  its  funds  in 
the  purchase  of  any  stock  of  its. 
own  or  any  other  corporation  un- 
less the  salne  shall  have  been 
'bona  fide  pledged,  hypothecated  or 
transferred  to  it,  by  way  of  se- 
curity for,  or  in  satisfaction  or 
part  satisfaction  of  a  debt  pre- 
viously contracted  in  the  course  of 
its  business,  or  shall  be  purchased 
by  it  at  sale  upon  judgments, 
orders  or  decrees  which  shall  be 
obtained  for  such  debts,  or  in 
prosecution  thereof.  N.  Y.  Laws 
of  1890,  ch.  564,  §  40.  "But  any 
domestic  corporation  transacting 
business  in  this  state  and  also  in 
other  states  or  foreign  countries, 
may  invest  its  funds  in  the  stocks, 
bonds  or  securities  of  other  cor- 
porations, owning  lands  in  this 
state  or  such  states,  if  dividends 
have  been  paid  on  such  stocks 
continuously  for  three  years  im- 
mediately  before   such   loans   are 


made,  or  if  the  interest  on  such 
bonds  or  securities  is  not  in  de- 
fault; and  such  stock,  bonds  or 
securities  shall  be  continuously  of 
a  market  value  twenty  per  cent, 
greater  than  the  amount  loaned 
(sic.)  or  continued  (sic.)  there- 
on." N.  Y.  Laws  of  1890,  ch.  564, 
§  40. 

S3  Pearson  v.  Concord  R.  Co. 
(1883),  62  N.  H.  537,  13  Am.  St. 
Rep.  590,  citing  Franklin  County 
V.  Lewiston  Bank,  68  Me.  43,  28 
Am.  Rep.  9;  Mechanics',  etc.  Bank. 
V.  Meriden  Agency  Co.,  24  Conn. 
159;  Green's  "Brice's  Ultra  Vires, 
91;  Morawetz  on  Corporations, 
§  229. 

84  Preston  v.  Grand  Collier,  etc. 
Co.,  11  Sim.  327. 

85  Holladay  v.  Elliott,  8  Oreg.  84; 
Johnston  v.  Allis,  71  Conn.  207. 

soBircher  v.  Walther,  163  Mo. 
461. 

8T  Re  Rochester,  etc.  Ry.,  45 
Hun,  126. 

88  Nassau  Bank  v.  Jones,  95  N. 
Y.  115;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Na- 
tional Exch.  Bank,   92  U.  S.   122. 
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road  company  subscribe  for  shares  in  another'.''  Such  a  sub- 
scription is  ultra  vires,  and  not  enforceable.""  Especially  is  an 
acquisition  of  stock  with  a  view  to  controlling  or  afifecting  the 
management  of  the  other  corporation,  obnoxious  to  the  spirit  of 
the  common  and  statutory  law."^  Certain  classes  of  corpora- 
tions, such  as  those  organized  for  religious  and  charitable  and 
literary  purposes,  may  legally  invest  their  moneys  in  the  stock 
of  other  corporations.  The  power,  if  not  expressly  mentioned  in 
their  charters,  is  necessarily  implied,  for  the  preservation  of  the 
funds  with  which  institutions  of  that  character  are  endowed,  and 
to  render  their  funds  productive.®^  So,  an  insurance  company,  or 
savings  bank,  may  rightfully  invest  its  capital  or  deposits  in 
the  stocks  of  railroad  companies,  banks,  manufacturing  compan- 
ies and  similar  corporations.  The  power  so  to  do  is  necessary 
to  enable  them  to  engage  in  the  business  for  which  they  are  or- 
ganized, and,  hence,  is  implied,  if  not  expressly  granted,  in  their 
charters."'  On  the  other.hand,  manufacturing  or  railroad  corpora- 
tions, being  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing  or 
transporting  passengers  and  merchandise,  investing  their  funds 
in  that  of  other  corporations  is  not  in  the  line  of  their  business."* 
Under  extraordinary  circumstances,  it  may  become  necessary 
for  a  national  bank  or  a  manufacturing  or  railway  company  to 
acquire  stock  in  another  corporation,  as  in  satisfaction  of  a  valid 
debt  or  by  way  of  security,  but  with  a  view  to  its  subsequent  sale 
or  conversion  into  money,  so  as  to  malce  good  or  redeem  an  an- 
ticipated loss."'     This  necessity  is  recognized  in  the  New  York 

89  Maunsell  v.  Midland,  etc.  Ry.,  National    Bank    v.    National    Ex. 

1  Hem.  &  M.  130.  Bank,  92  U.  S.  122,  128. 

»o  Logan  v.  Courtown,  13  Beav.  92  Smith,  J.,  in  Pearson  v.  Con- 

22.                                                          ■  cord  R.  Co.   (1883),  62  N.  H.  537, 

91  Pearson  v.  Concord  R.  Co.  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  590,  603. 
(1883),  62  N.  H.  537,  13  Am.  St.  93  Smith,  J.,  in  Pearson  v.  Con- 
Rep.  590,  603;  Sumner  t;  Marcy,  cord  R.  Co.  (1883),  62  N.  H.  537, 
3  Wood.  &  M.  105;  Central  R.  Co.  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  590,  603,  604. 
v.  Collins,  40  (Ja.  582;  Hazelhurst  »*  Smith  J.,  in  Pearson  v.  Con- 
V.  Savannah,  etc.  R.  Co.,  43  Ga.  13;  cord  R.  Co.  (1883),  62  N.  H.  537. 
Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.  v.  Bast-  ,  95  First  National  Bank  v.  Na- 
ern,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  837;  tional  Ex.  Bank,  92  U.  S.  128; 
Booth  V.  Robinson  55  Md.  419,  439.  Eleckner  v.  Bank  of  the  United 
Dealing  in  stocks  is  not  expressly  States,  8  Wheat.  351;  Hodges  v. 
prohibited  in  the  act  of  congress  New  England  Screw  Co.,  1  R.  I. 
providing  for  the  organization  of  312,  53  Am.  Dec.  624,  where  the 
national  banks  (U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  court  said  there  was  no  doubt  the 
§  5136,  subd.  7) ;  but  it  is  held  defendant  company  might  have 
that  a  prohibition  is  implied  from  taken  stock  in  an  iron  company 
failure  to  grant  the  power.    First  In  payment  for  its  rolling-mill,  if 
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Statute  cited  above. °'  But  a  railway  company  "can  no  more  make 
a  permanent  investment  of  funds  in  the  stock  of  another  road^ 
than  it  can  engage  in  general  banking,  mgnufacturing,  or  steam- 
boat business.  It  is  neither  incidental  to  the  purpose  of  its  in- 
corporation nor  necessary  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  ' 
by  its  charter.""''  The  purchase  by  a  corporation  of  stock  in 
another  corporation  will  be  enjoined  at  the  instance  of  stockhold- 
ers when  it  involves  a  misapplication  of  corporate  fimd-s,  or  is  a 
mere  speculation,  or  is  induced  by  a  vicious  purpose."*  But 
there  is  no  rule  to  prevent  a  controlling  stockholder  in  one  cor- 
poration from  purchasing  a  controlling  interest  in  another."" 

§  945.  Anti-trust  statutes  of  States. — Some  of  the  States 
have  enacted  statutes  or  constitutional  provisions,  forbidding  any 
contract  to  create  a  combination  or  monopoly  for  prevention  of 
competition.^  The  State  constitutional  provision  abolishing  all 
monopoly  features  of  any  existing  corporation  in  Louisiana,  was 
held  not  to  entirely  annul  the  charter  of  .a  company  incorporated 
with  exclusive  privilege  of  slaughtering  cattle  in,  the  city  of  New 
Orleans.^  The  Illinois  statute  was  held  unconstitutional  because 
it  exempted  combinations  of  farmers,  and  so  denied  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws."  In  Tennessee,  the  statute  was  sustained,* 
but  the  decision  is  inconsistent  with  that  of  the  Illinois  case,  de- 
cided by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court.'  Under  constitutional 
and  penal  code  prohibition  of  a  combination,  of  a  corporation  by 
contract  with  another  corporation  or  individual,  "for  the  purpose 
of  fixing  the  price,  or  regulating  the  production  of  any  article  of 
commerce,  or  of  the  product  of  the  soil,  for  consumption  by  the 

it  had  been  taken  with  a  view  to  464,  43  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  506  r 

selling  again  and  not  to  hold  it  O'Brien  v.  Breitenhach,  Hilt.  304. 

permanently.  1  The    New    York    Statute    was 

90  Vide  supra,  p.  841,  n.  3.  construed  in  Matter  of  Davies,  168 

07  Pearson    v.    Concord    R.    Co.  N.  Y.  89,  and  the  Missouri  statute 

(1883),  62  N.  H.  537,  13  Am.  St.  in  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Firemen's 

Rep.  590,  604.    Neither  can  a  rail-  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  152  Mo,  1;  State  ex 

way   company   indirectly   through  rel.  Star  Pub.  Co.  v.  Ass'd  Press, 

its  agents  subscribe  for  the  stock  159  Mo.  410. 

of   another   railway.     Pearson   v.  2  Putnam  v.  Ruch,  54  Fed.  216, 

Concord  R.  Co.,  62  N.  H.  537,  13  56  Fed.  416. 

Am.  St.  Rep.  590.  3  Connolly  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipa 

s8  Pearson    v.    Concord    R.    Co.  Co.,  184  U.  S.  540. 

(1883),  62  N.  H.  547,  13  Am.   St.  1  Astor  v.   Schlitz  Brewing  Co., 

Rep.    590,    605,    citing    Pierce    on  104  Tenn.  715. 

Railroads,   505.  b  Connolly  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipe 

9»  Havemeyer  v.  Havemeyer,  86  Co.,  184  U.  S.  540. 
N.  Y.  618,  45  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  Rep. 
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I)eople/' — a  special  intent  or  necessary  tendency  to  accomplish  the 
prohibited  result  of  regulation  of  price  or  of  production,  must  be 
shown;  the  nature  of  the  combination  being  a  question  of  fact 
to  be  determined  by  the  court  upon  the  evidence,'  The  Wiscoai- 
sin  legislature  in  January,  1905,  .passed  an  act  aimed  at  the  rail- 
roads of  the  State,  alleged  to  have  been  evading  taxes.  The  act 
fixes  six  years,  instead  of  two,  as  the  limitation  for  recovery  of 
penalties  or  forfeitures.  And  later,  the  same  legislature  passed 
a  railroad  rate  bill  providing  for  a  commission  of  three  members,. 
to  perform  the  duties  theretofore  performed  by  the  traffic  mana- 
gers of  railroads  within  the  State ;  and  to  have  power  to  change 
commodity  rates,  zone  rates,  group  rates,  or  any  other  rate  seem- 
ing to  be  unfair;  with  power  also  to  fix  switching  charges,  and 
compel  delivery  of  cars  upon  spur  tracks  when  the  traffic  de- 
mands such  delivery. 

§  946.  Wrongful  acts  of  shareholders ;  how  far  imputable  ta 
the  corporation. — It  has  been  well  argued  that  "trust"  com- 
binations are  not,  per  se,  corporate  acts ;  that,  neither  in  terms 
nor  in  form,  are  the  deeds  of  trust  executed  by  the  companie.s^ 
as  such,  and  that  trusts,  qua  trusts,  pure  and  simple,  are  private 
affairs,  or  agreements  between  the  shareholders  as  individuals,  for 
which  the  corporations  are  in  nowise  responsible.''  But,  although 
it  is  well  settled  that  the  shareholders  can  bind  the  corporation  only 
at  a  corporate  meeting  duly  called  and  convened,  and  that  all 
votes  taken  elsewhere  and  all  separate  consents  whereby  they 
assume  to  bind  themselves  in  their  corporate  capacity  or  the  com- 
pany itself  are  invalid  and  void,*  a  theory,  somewhat  novel  in 
the  law,  has  been  advanced,  that  the  acts  in  which  Ae  entire  body 
of  shareholders  concur,  are  not  distinguishable  from  corporate 
acts;^  and  that  the  acts  of  all  the  shareholders  are  the  acts  of 

6  McGinness  v.  Boston,  etc.  Co.  »  People  v.  North  RiveT  Refin- 
(Mont.  1904),  75  Pac.  89.  Ing  Co.    (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1889),   5 

7  See  Brief  of  Messrs.  Daly,  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56,  citing  People 
Carter  and  Parsons  for  defendant  v.  Kingston  23,  Wendell,  205, 
in  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  where  Chief  Justice  Nelson,  in  a 
Refining  Co.  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1889),  quo  warranto  proceeding,  de-- 
5  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56,  (1890),  121  clared  that  "though  the  prooeed- 
N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33,  18  Am.  St.  ings  he  against  the  corporate  body. 
Rep.   843.  it  is  the  acts  or  omissions  of  the 

8  Commonwealth  v.  Cullen,  13  individual  corporators  that  is  the 
Pa.  St.  133;  Pinley  Shoe,  etc.  Co.  subject  of  the  judgment  of  the 
V.  Kurtz,  34  Mich.  89;  Pierce  v.  court."  Mr.  Morawetz  says  that 
New  Orleans  Building  Co.,  9  La.  "while  a  corporation  may,  from 
Ann.  397.                                           •  one    point    of    view,    be    consid- 
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the  corporaition,  and  if  unlawful,  will  work  a  forfeiture.^"  When 
acting  legitimately  and  within  the  corporate  powers,  a  corpora- 
tion and  its  stockholders  are  separate  and  distinct  persons.  In 
the  making  of  contracts,  taking,  holding  and  conveying  prop- 
erty, and  in  suing  and  being  sued,  the  acts  of  the  stockholders 
are  not  acts  of  the  corporation.  But  otherwise,  in  attempt  to 
form  illegal  or  so-called  "trust"  combinations  with  other  corpora- 
tions. When  such  combination  is  made  the,  ground  for  forfeiture 
of  charter,  such  acts  of  the  stockholders  are  held  to  be  the  acts 
of  the  corporation.^^     It  is  moreover  urged  that  the  trust  deeds. 


ered  as  an  entity,  without  regard 
to  the  corporators  who  compose 
it,  the  tact  remains  self-evident 
that  a  corporation  is  not  in  reality 
a  person  or  thing  distinct  from  its 
constituent  parts."  Morawetz  on 
Corporations,  §  1;  People  t.  As- 
sessors, 1  Hill.  620. 

10  People  V.  North  River  Sugar 
Refining  Co.  (  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1889), 
5  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56,  where  the 
court  continued:  "And  this  is  en- 
tirely reasonable.  For  what  is 
the  corporation  apart  from  the 
whole  body  of  the  members  or 
stockholders,  clothed  with  the 
statutory  franchises?  Merely  a 
name.  When  the  whole  body  of 
stockholders  offend  the  law  of  the 
corporate  being,  the  corporation 
offends.  And  who  is  punished  by 
forfeiture  or  dissolution  because 
of  such  offending?  Not  the  mere 
corporate  name,  but  the  persons 
who  have  actually  offended,  and 
who  have  thereby  forfeited  the 
franchise  which  they  possessed 
under  the  corporate  name.  The 
directors  are  but  the  agents  of  the 
corporation  to  manage  its  affairs 
and  carry  out  the  purpose  and  ob- 
ject of  its  formation.  The  are 
only  authorized  to  do  such  things 
as  are  directly  or  impliedly  di- 
rected or  authorized  by  the  char- 
ter." See  also  Abbot  v.  Ainerlcan 
Hard  Rubber  Co.,  37  Barb.  591, 
citing  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 
tions, §  280.  But  see  People  v. 
North  River  Sugar  Refining  Co. 
(1890),   121   N.   Y.    582,   8  Ry.   & 


Corp.  L.  J.  22,  where  the  theory 
enunciated  In  the  court  below  was 
disavowed,  Finch,  J.,  saying:  "But 
that  proof  does  not  alone  solve  the 
problem  presented.  We  are  yet  to 
ascertain  whether  the  corporation 
became  the  subordinate  and  serv- 
ant of  the  board  by  its  own  vol- 
untary action,  or  the  will  and 
power  of  others  than  itself;  by 
force  of  a  contract  to  which  it 
was  in  reality  a  party,  or  as  the 
simple  consequence  of  a  change 
of  owners;  by  its  fault  or  its  mis- 
fortune; by  a  sale  or  by  a  trust. 
For  if  it  has  done  nothing,  if  what 
has  happened  and  all  that  has 
happened  is  ascertained  to  be  that 
the  stockholders  of  the  defendant, 
one  or  many,  sold  absolutely  to 
the  eleven  men  who  constituted 
the  board  their  entire  stock,  and 
the  latter,  by  force  of  their  pro- 
prietorship and  as  owners,  have 
merely  chosen  directors  in  their 
own  interest,  and  are  only  man- 
aging their  property  in  their  own 
way  as  any  absolute  owner  may; 
if  that  is  the  truth,  and  the  entire 
and  exact  truth,  it  is  difllcult  to 
see  wherein  the  corporation  has 
sinned,  or  what  it  has  done  be- 
yond merely  omitting  for  a  time 
to  carry  on  its  business.  That  is 
the  theory  upon  which  the  appel- 
lants stand  and  which  they  sub- 
mit   to    our    examination." 

11  People  V.  North  River,  etc. 
Co.,  121  N.  Y.  582;  State  v.  Stand- 
ard Oil  Co.,  49  Ohio  St.  137,  34  Am. 
.St.   Rep.   541;    People  v.   Chicago 
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executed  by  the  shareholders,  generally  provide  for  certain  acts 
to  be  performed  by  the  corporations,  and  that  the  companies,  if 
they  carry  out  these  provisions,  adopt  and  ratify  the  agreementf 
of  their  shareholders,  and  thereby  incur  the  same  responsibility  for 
the  deed  as  if  it  had  been  originally  a  corporate  act.^'' 


Gas  Trust  Co.,  130  HI.  268,  17  Am. 
St.  Rep.  319;  Distillery,  etc.  Co. 
V.  People,  156  111.  448,  47  Am.  St. 
Rep.  200;  State  v.  Nebrasl^a  Dis- 
tilling Co.,  29  Neb.  700. 

12  People  V.  North  River  Sugar 
Refining  Co.  (1890),  121  N.  Y.  582, 
9  L.  R.  A.  33,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843, 
affirming  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1889),  5 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56,  where  the 
court  said:  "The  defendant  claims, 
that  unless  authority  to  sign  the 
trust  deed,  given  hy  the  directors 
of  each  corporation  at  a  regular 
board  meeting,  is  affirmatively 
proved,  the  acts  complained  of 
are  not  corporate  acts.  This  con- 
tention ignores  the  fact  proved  'in 
the  case,  that  the  corporate  acts 
provided  for  by  the  deed'  have 
actually  been  performed  by  the 
corporations,  and  that  the  deed 
has  in  fact  been  put  in  execution. 
The  proof  shows  that  the  deed 
was  actually  signed  by  the  firms 
whose  names  appear  to  be  ap- 
pended thereto,  and  as  to  corpo- 
rations by  persons  professing  lo 
represent  them;  that  the  firms 
were  turned  into  corporations 
pursuant  to  the  requirements  of 
the  deed;  that  the  shares  of  cap- 
ital stock  of  all  the  corporations 
(including  the  four  that  have 
since  come  in)  were,  with  a  single 
exception,  transferred  to  the  trust 
board;  that  the  trust  board  has 
issued  and  distributed  the  trust 
certificates,  and  that  a  dividend 
of  two  and  one-half  per  cent,  has 
actually  been  declared  and  paid 
upon  such  certificates.  Where  did 
the  trust  board  obtain  the  money 
with  which  to  make  that  dividend  ? 
Necessarily  from  each  corpora- 
tion, under  the  provision  that  the 
profits  arising  from  the  business 


of  each  corporation  shall  bo  paid 
over  by  it  to  the  board  hereby  cre- 
ated. Such  certainly  is  the  fair 
implication  from  the  fact  of  the 
receipt  by  the  trust  board  of  the 
necessary  funds  from  the  various 
corporations  in  connection  with  a 
deed  purporting  to  .be  signed  by 
their  officers  and  containing  this 
provision.  Thus  the  corporations 
acted  upon  the  deed  and  per- 
formed one  of  the  most  vital  du- 
ties imposed  upon  them  thereby. 
Further,  it  appears  that  all  the 
capital  stock  of  all  the  corpora- 
tions was  actually  transferred  to 
the  trust  board,  not,  as  we  have 
already  seen,  in  severalty  nor  as 
tenants  in  common,  but  as  joint 
tenants.  That  at  once  necessarily 
disqualified  every  director  in  every 
corporation,  unless  indeed  a  single 
share  was  reserved  or  transferred 
to  each  of  such  directors  under 
the  authority  of  the  clause  of  the 
trust  deed  to  which  we  have  re- 
ferred. If  that  was  done,  and  as 
these  directors  have  continued  to 
perform  their  ordinary  functions, 
we  must  assume  that  it  was  done, 
then  the  deed  again  became  an 
executed  contract,  and  the  direct- 
ors held  their  offices  or  continued 
to  perform  their  duties  by  the 
force  of  its  provisions.  Still  fur- 
ther, we  find  a  strong  implication 
that  mortgages  were  placed  upon 
the  property  of  some  of  the  cor- 
porations, by  corporate  act,  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  the 
deed.  ...  It  really  seems  un- 
necessary to  dwell  further  upon 
this  subject.  The  accumulation 
of  evidence  points  Irresistibly  to 
the  complete  practical  identity  of. 
shareholders  and  corporations,  and 
it  is  quite  impossible  to  sever  the 
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§  947.  Examples  of  unlawful  monopolies. — "Where  all,  or 
a  majority,  of  the  stockholders  comprising  a  corporation,  do^  an 
act  which  is  desig'ned  to  affect  the  property  and  business  of  the 
company,  and  which,  through  the  control  their  numbers  give  them, 
over  the  selection  and  conduct  of  the  corporate  agencies,  does  af- 
fect the  property  and  business  of  the  company,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  it  had  been  a  formal  resolution  of  its  board  of  directors,  and 
the  act  so  done  is  ultra  vires  the  corporation,  against  public  policy, 
and  if  it  was  done  by  them  in  their  individual  capacity  for  the 
purpose  of  concealing  their  real  purpose  and  object,  the  act  should 
be  regarded  as  the  act  of  the  corporation ;  and  to  prevent  the  abuse 
of  corporate  power,  may  be  challaiged  as  such  by  the  State  in  a 
proceeding  quo  warranto."^^  Whatever  combination  tends  to  cre- 
ate a  monopoly  or  prevent  competition  between  corporations  and 
others,  engaged  in  business  of  a  public  character, — is  unlawful.  It 
is  against  public  policy,  and  unlawful  to  form  a  corporation  for. 
the  purpose  of  controlling  all  the  corporations  engaged  in  the 
same  kind  of  business  ;  as  held  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  formed 
to  purchase  all  the  stock  and  control  of  the  gas  companies  of  Chi- 
cago ;  ^*  and  in  the  case  of  the  agreement  of  two  Chicago  gas  com- 
panies to  jointly  control  their  respective  gas  mains,  but  not  to  sell 
gas  within  each  other's  districts.^^  The  monopoly  sought,  need 
not  be  confined  to  the  necessaries  of  life.  The  common  law  rule, 
against  restraint  of  trade,  extends  to  all  articles  of  merchandise ;  ^* 
and  whether  competition  therein  is  destroyed  or  not ; "  nor  is  it 
necessary  that  the  monopoly  shall  be  complete  to  make  it  unlaw- 
ful ;  it  is  sufficient,  if  it  really  tends  to  that  end,  and  to  deprive  the 
public  of  the  advantages  which  flow  from  free  competition;  as, 
where  a  contract  let  by  the  Chicago  Board  of  Education,  with  the 
condition  that :  "none  but  union  labor  shall  be  employed,"  on  ac- 
count of  which  the  city  was  obliged  to  pay  a  higher  price  for  the 

acts  of  the  persona  solely  inter-  pie's  Gas  Light  Co.,  121  III.  530; 

«sted  in  these  Corporations   from  Portland   Nat.   Gas   Co.,   153    Ind. 

that    of    the    corporations    them-  483,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  314. 

selves."  16  People  v.  Duke,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 

13  State    V.     Standard    Oil    Co.  336;    TJnltect   States   v.    Addyston 

(1892),  49  Ohio  St.  137,  34  Am.  St.  Pipe,  etc.  Co.,   85  Fed.  Rep.  286; 

Rep.  541.  Roller  Co.  v.  Cushman,  143  Mass. 

1*  People  T.  Chicago  Gas  Trust  353;  Gloucester,  etc.  Co.  v.  Russia,. 

Co.,  130  111.  268,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  etc.  Co.,  154  Mass.  92,  12  L.  R.  A. 

319.     And  see  note  to  8  L.  R.  A.  563. 

497.  17  United  States  v.  Knight  Co., 

16  Chicago  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Peo-  156  U.  S.  1. 
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Vvork,— the  contract  was  held  illegal.^'  Where  a  corporation,  in 
its  by-laws,  provided  that  its  directors  should  fix  price  of  milk  to 
its  stockholders,  and  they  did  so,  and  the  price  largely  controlled 
the  market  price,  the  corporation  was  held  to  be  a  combination 
inimical  to  trade  and  commerce,  and  that  the  facts  authorized 
judgment  of  forfeiture  o£  the  corporate  charter.^'  Under  statutes 
forbidding  monopolies,  a  corporation  formed  to  control  within  a 
■city,  the  prices  of  necessaries  of  life  or  other  commodities,  as  milk 
and  coal,  whether  or  not  the  prices  were  excessive,  is  for  an  illegal 
purpose,  being  contrary  to  public  policy,  which  is  to  allow  free 
competition.^"  And  a  manufacturing  corporation  formed  to  buy 
out  all  others,  engaged  in  the  same  business,  an4  by  pooling  them, 
prevent  competition,  and  create  a  monopoly,  in  ^control  of  prices 
of  a  necessary  article,  is,  because  of  its  purposes,  an  illegal  cor- 
poration. "Such  a  combination  is  illegal,  and  its  purposes  are 
violations  of  sound  public  policy.  The  common  law  forbids  the 
organization  of  such  combinations  formed  of  numerous  corpora- 
tions and  firms, — they  are  dangerous  to  the  peace,  and  good  or- 
der of  society,  and  they  arrogate  to  themselves  the  exercise  of 
powers  destructive  of  the  rights  of  free  competition  in  the  mar- 
kets of  the  country,  and  by  their  aggregafe  power  and  influence, 
imperil  the  free  and  pure  administration  of  justice."^^  And  so  it 
was  held,  and  that  the  corporation  had  no  rights  recognizable  in 
a  court  of  equity,  in  the  case  of  the  "Biscuit  Trust,"  ^^  purposing 

18  Adams  v.  Brennan  (111.).  52  Ing  are  decisions  under  the  Texas 
N.  B.  614;  Holden  v.  Alton  (111.),  anti-trust  statute:  Brenham  v. 
53  N.  B.  556.  Water  Co.,  57  Tex.  542;  Edwards 

19  People  V.  Milk  Exchange  Co.  v.  Jennings,  89  Tex.  618;  Tex. 
(1895),  145  N.  Y.  267,  27  L.  R.  A.  &  Pac.  Coal  Co.  v.  La-wson,  89  Tex. 

437,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  6P9.  394;    Insurance   Co.    v.    State,    86 

20  People  v.  Milk  Exchange  Tex.  250;  Gates  v.  Hooper,  90  Tex. 
(1895),  145  N.  Y.  267,  27  L.  R.  A.  563;  Texas  Brewery  Co.  v.  Tem- 
437,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  609;  People  pieman,  90  Tex.  277;  Fuqua  v. 
V.  Sheldon^  139  N.  Y.  251,  23  L.  Brewing  Co.,  90  Tex."  298;  Welch 
R.  A.  221;  Judd  v.  Harrington  v.  Phelps,  etc.  Co.,  89  Tex.  653. 
(.1893),  139  N.  Y.  105;  Harrow  Co.  21  Nat.  etc.  Co.  v.  Quick,  67  Fed. 
V.  Bement,  31  N.  Y.  App.  290;  130;  Emery  v.  Candle  Co.,  47  Ohio 
Ford  V.  Chicago  Milk,  etc.  Assn.  St.  320;  Santa  Clara  Co.  v.  Hayes, 
(189S),  155  m.  166,   27  L.  R.  A.  76  Cal.  387,  9  Am.  St.  211;  People 

298;     Distilling     Co.     v.     People  v.  Sheldon  (N.  Y.),  34  N.  E.  785. 

(1895),   156   111.   448,   47   Am.    St.  See    Review     of    Authorities     in 

Rep.  200;  Bishop  v.  American,  etCi  Atty .-General  v.   Central   Ry.  Co., 

Co.    (1895),   157   111.   2S4,   48  Am.  50  N.  J.  Eq.  52,  489,  24  Atl.  964,  25 

St.    Rep.    318;     U.    S.    V.    Co.    v.  Atl.  94. 

Schlegel    (1894),   143   N.   Y.   537;  22  American,,   etc.    Co.    v.    Klotz 

U     S.     V.     Co.     v.     Foehrenbach  (1891),  44  Fed..  721. 
(1895),  148  N.  Y.  58.    The  follow- 
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combination  of  all  the  leading  bakeries,  in  a  pool  or  trust.  And 
so,  held  in  the  "Match  Trust,"  where,  to  stop  competition,  larga 
sums  of  money  were  expended  in  buying  up  the  various  plants, 
greatly  in  excess  of  their  value, — these  sums  were  called  expenses, 
and  were  recouped  by  keeping  up  the  prices  of  matches ;  and  so 
held  illegal,  in  case  of  a  combination  of  all  the  harrow-teeth  manu- 
factories.^^ It  was  held  in  the  "Whiskey  Trust"  cases,  that  a  cor- 
poration could  not  sell  its  entire  property  in  furtherance  af  a 
monopoly.  "The  object  of  the  'trust'  is  clearly  shown  to  have 
been  illegal  as  destroying  competition  and  creating  a  most  offen- 
sive monopoly,  not  only  limiting  the  product,  but  also,  by  dis- 
mantling as  many  distilleries  as  the  'trust'  saw  fit,  absolutely 
preventing  the  manufacture,  except  in  a  few,  controlled  by  the 
'trust.'  ^*  In  the  'Preserve  Trust,' '  it  was  held  that  the  corpora- 
tion had  no  power  to  become  a  member  of  the  trust,  or  to  place  its 
property  in  the  hands  of  trustees  with  power  to  purchase  and  con- 
trol other  plants."  ^'^  A  beer  "combirie"  to  control  and  prevent 
competition  in  its  sale,  is  not  void  at  common  law,  although  in  re- 
straint of  trade, — ^beer  not  being,  a  necessary  of  life,  and  its  sale 
being  closely  restricted  by  public  policy.^"  In  consequence  of  the 
"Sugar  Trust,"  "Standard  Oil"  and  other  like  decisions,  that 
trusts  are  illegal  and  can  not  effect  corporate  consolidation,  resort 
was  had  to  the  scheme  of  the  so-called  "Securities  Company"  plan 
of  a  single  corporation  with  enormous  issues  of  stock  and  bonds, 
secured  by  the  pledge  of  stocks  of  the  operating  corporations.^^ 
The  charter  of  the  Standard  Oil  Trust  was  forfeited  in  Ohio,  and 
in  like  manner  it  organized  anew  in  New  Jersey.^*  A  contract 
not  to  engage  in  manufacture  of  paper  boxes  in  certain  States  for 
ten  years  is  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  illegal  and  void,^''  and  so  is 
a  contract  to  purchase  all  the  distilleries  in  the  country.^"     An  em- 

23  Strait  v.  Nat.  etc.  Co.  (1891),  28  state    v.     Standard    Oil    Co. 

IS  N.Y.  Supp.  224,  21  N.  Y.  App.  (1892),  49  Ohio  St.  137. 
Div.   290    (1897).  29  Lanzlt    v.     Sefton,     etc.     Co. 

2*  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  (1900),   184   111.   326,   75   Am.   St. 

etc.  Co.   (1891),  46  Fed.  152.  171;      Western,      etc.      Assn.     v. 

25  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  Starkey  (1890),  84  Mich.  76,  11 
etc.  Co.   (1891),  46  Fed.  152.  L.  R.  A.  503,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  686; 

26  Anheuser-Busch,  etc.  Co.  v.  Trenton  v.  Olyphant  (1898),  56 
Hacuk  (Tex.),  27  S.  W.  692.  But  N.  J.  Eq.  680,  58  N.  J.  Bq.  507,  46 
see  Nester  v.  Brewing  Co.  (Pa,  L.  R.  A.  255,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  612; 
Supp,),  29  Atl.  102.  National,  etc.  Co.  v.  Hobbs  (1895). 

27  See  Yale  Law  Journal,  June,  90  Hun,  288. 

1902,  Paper  by  Edward  B.  "Whit-  so  Distilling,   etc.   Co.  v.  People 

ney,    and    Taylor's    Priv.    Corp.,       (1895),   156   111.    448,   47   Am.   St. 
S    309(J.  Rep.   600. 
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ploye  agreeing  with  an  employer  not  to  engage  in  similar  busi- 
ness for  a  term  cannot,  as  defense,  set  up  that  his  employer  is  an 
illegal  trust. '^ 

An  association  of  manufacturers  of  tiles,  mantels  and  grates 
was  formed  between  certain  eastern  manufacturers  of  tiles,  etc., 
and  certain  dealers  therein  in  San  Francisco.  The  United  States 
Supreme  Court  held  that  whereas  the  dealers  agreed  to  purchase 
only  of  the  manufacturers  in  the  combine,  and  to  sell  unset  tile  to 
outsiders,  only  at  a  price  fifty  per  cent,  higher  than  they  charged 
members,  and  that  the  manufacturers  agreed  to  sell  only  to  Cali- 
fornia dealers  who  were  members  of  the  combine — held,  that  this 
was  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  contrary  to 
the  Sherman  act  of  July,  1890.^^ 

§  948.  The  Standard  Oil  Trust. — The  first  combination  be- 
gan in  1872  as  a  partnership,  and  then  as  a  corporation  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  Ohio ;  its  avowed  purposes  being  the  trans- 
portation and  refining  of  coal  oil.  In  January,  1882,  it  formed 
under  the  name  of  South  Improvement  Company,  a  g^ant  com- 
bination of  forty  corporations  to  create  a  monopoly  of  the  oil 
business,  the  Standard  Oil  Company  having  secured  from  the 
main  trunk  line  railroads,  leading  into  the  oil  district,  contracts 
for  transportation,  which  provided  for  a  rebate  on  the  oil  it  sup- 
plied, and  a  drawback  of  the  same  amount  on  all  shipments  of  oil 
made  by  those  outside  of  the  combination.  Proceedings  begun  in 
1888,  by  the  State,  were  followed  in  1892  by  decision  of  the  su- 
preme court  declaring  it  to  be  an  illegal  corporation  and  forfeiting 
its  charter."^  Thereupon  it  became  incorporated  under  the  laws 
of  New  Jersey.  The  Northern  Securities  Company's  case  being 
decided  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  and  having  so 
many  analogies  to  the  Standard  Company,  suit  was  brought  by 
George  Rice,  of  Ohio,  in  the  New  Jersey  chancery  court,  in  July, 
1904,  for  appointment  of  receiver  for  the  company  and  for  for- 
feiture of  its  charter ;  the  bill  charging  that  the  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany of  Ohio  was 'declared  illegal  by  the  courts  of  that  State,  but 
that  instead  of  dissolving  as  ordered,  it  has  by  subterfuge  evaded 

31  Harrison  v.  Glucose,  etc.  Co.  under  section  7  of  the  Anti-Trusts 

(1902),  116  Fed.  304.  Act  of  1890,  rendering  an  illegal 

32 Montague   v.    Lowry    (1904),  trust  and  its  members  liable  in 

115  Fed.  27,  52  C.  C.  A.  621,  aflarm-  treble    damages    to   a   person    in- 

ing    Lowry    v.    Tile,    etc.    Assn.  jured  thereby. 

(1902),  106  Fed.  27,  -which  was  an  ss  state    v.     Standard    Oil    Co. 

imposition     of     treble     damages  (1902),   59   Ohio  St.  137.     Supra, 

Vol.  II  — 91  §  93*- 
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the  Ohio  decree  and  exists  in  New  Jersey  merely  as  a  holding  cor- 
poratioo  for  the  original  enterprise ;  that  it  exists  in  violation  of 
the  Anti-frust  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  of  New  Jersey;,  that  the  New  Jersey  Standard  Oil 
Company  was  formed,  and  the  capital'  stodc  of  tiie  Standard  Oil 
Trust  increased  through  a  vote  of  its  trustees  from  $3,000,000  to 
$10,000,000,  and:  subsequently  to  $110,000,000,  themselves  con- 
tibuing  in  control,  together  with  four  additional  trustees  of  their 
o«wii  selection ;  and  that  no  other  changes  were  made  in  turning 
the  unlawful  Standard  Oil  Trust  into  thp  Standard  Oil  Company 
"of  New  Jersey,  than  the  dehvery  of  the. assets  by  the  trustees  to  a 
corporate  entity,  and  a  change  of  name  in  addition' to  a  quartet  of 
trustees.  The  suit  is  still  pending.'*  The  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany has  ever  been  a  mystery  to  the  courts  and  its  existence  has 
never  been  successfully  attacked.  In  a  case  in  which  a  rival  in 
the  oil  business  having  bought  one  of  its  trust  certificates,  as  it 
seemed,  with  hostile  intent,  sought  to  compel  a  transfer  thereof 
to  him  upon  the  books  of  the  trustees,  it  was  held  that  it  was  nec- 
essary for  a  purchaser  of  certificates  of  shares  in  the  trust  to  show 
affirmatively  that  there  had  been  a  compliance  on  his  part  with  the 
requirements  of  the  association,  and  with  the  conditions  recited  in 
the  certificates,  before  he  could  maintain  an  action  against  the 
trustees  to  compel  a  transfer  upon  their  books  of  the  shares  held 
by  him ;  and  that  equity  will  not  compel  a  transfer  to  a  rival  in 
business,  purchasing  the  certificates  with  hostile  intent,  but  will 
leave  the  purchaser  to  his  remedy  at  law.^°  On  appeal,  the  court 
reversed  the  lower  court,  and  compelled  the  trustees  of  the  trust 
to  transfer  on  their  books  the  certificates;  the  court  basing 
its  decision  on  the  similarity  of  trust  certificates  to  stock  cer- 
tificates. The  court  also  held  that  the  fact  that  Rice  had  purchased 
the  certificates  for  the  very  purpose  of  the  sttit,  and  was  hostile  to 
and  a  competitor  of  the  trust,  was  immaterial.^"  At  special  term 
the  supreme  court  held  that  the  combination  being  illegal  the 
courts  will  not  aid  any  of  the  parties,  and  that  so  far  as  the  law  is 
concerned  the  trustees  may  appropriate  the  property  to  their  own 
use  and  the  holders  of  certificates  will  not  be  granted  any  relief.^' 

Si  Vide  supra,  §  934,  Ceusades;  s^Rice    v.    Rockefeller    (1894), 

Pipe  Lines.  N.  Y.  Supr.  Ct.  Sp.  T.  N.  Y.  L.  J., 

36  Rice  V.  Rockefeller  (1890),  56  Apr.   26.     See   further   as  to  the 

Hun,  516,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  866.  Standard  Oil  Trust,  the  following 

3<iRice    V.    Rockefeller    (1892),  cited    in    "Bibliography    of    Com- 

,  134  N.  Y.  174.  mercial  Trusts,"  by  Wm.  H.  Win- 
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§  949.  The  Sugar  Trust.— The  Sugar  Trust  is  a  combina- 
tion of  the  sugar  refineries  of  America,  under  the  name  of  the' 
Sugar  Refineries  Compapy.  Those  that  were  conducted  by  part- 
nerships took  corporate  form  for  the  purpose  of  entering  into  the 
combination.  The  shareholders  surrendered  their  stock  to  trus- 
tees, and  "trust  certificates"  were  issued  to  the  corporations  in  pro- 
portion to  the  value  of  their  plants,  which  were  redistributed 
among  the  former  shareholdefs.'*     The  trustees  feceive  the  pro- 


ters,  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  3.  236; 
Standard  Oil  Company — Camden 
(J.  N.)  136  No.  Amer.  Bev. 
(1883),  pp.  I8I-I9O;  Dodd  (S.  C. 
T.),  Paniphlet,  NTew  York,  1888 
(46  pp.);  Hudson  (J.  F.),  Rail- 
ways and  tlia  Republic  (1886), 
pp.  67-106;  Lloyd  (H.  D.),  47  At- 
lantic Mo:  (1881),  pp.  317-334; 
Welch  (J.  C),  136  ?Jo.  Amer.  Rev. 
(1883),  pp.  191-200;  Trust  Agree- 
ment, N  Y.  -World,  fet).  28,  1888; 
N.  Y.  Senate  Doc.  No.  50  (1888), 
pp.  455-466;  Brief  History  of  — 
Its  Methods  and  Influence,  Pamph- 
let. New  York,  1887  (23  pp.); 
Railway  DiBcrimlnatlon  in  favor 
of,  1  Int.  Commerce  Com.  Rep. 
(1888)  503,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
(1888)  722;  Report  ^fo.  3112,  U.  S. 
House  of  Representatives,  50th 
Congress,  1st  Session,  July  30, 
1888,  From  the  Committee  on  Man- 
ufactures in  Relation  to  Trusts, 
Pamphlet,  Washington,  D.  C, 
1888,  Part  I,  Sugar  Trust  (211 
pp.),  Part  II,  Standard  Oil  Trust 
(956  pp.). 

38  The  literature  of  the  Sugar 
Trust  may  be  found  in  the  follow- 
ing citations'  collected  by  Wm.  H. 
Winters,  in  his  "Bibliography  of 
Commercial  Trusts,"  7  Ry.  &  Corp. 
L.  J..  236:  American  Sugar  Refin- 
ing Co.  Case,  Cal.— 7  Rail.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  (1890)  83;  Comm.  30 
Cent.  L.  Jour.  (1890),  114;  Ap- 
pointment of  Receiver,  Wallace, 
J.,  Decision,  Feb.  17,  1890,  Daily 
Alta  Calif omian,  Feb.  18,  1890; 
Case  of  the  People  v.  North  River 
Sugar  Refining  Co.,  Supreme 
<;;ourt,  Circuit,  Brief  of  Hon.  Roger 
A.    Pryor,    Pamphlet,    New   York, 


1888  (39  pp.);  Reply  of  Hon. 
Roger  A.  Pryor,  Pamphlet,  New 
Yorfc  1888,  (9  pp.);  Additional 
Brief  for  Plaintlte  by  the  Attor- 
ney-General and  Roger  A.  Pryor, 
Pamphlet,  New  York,  1889  (42 
pp.) ;  Brief  for  Appeljant  by  Jph,n 
E.  Parsons,  Pamphlet,  New  York, 

1889  (18  pp.);  Brief  for  Defend- 
ant by  Hon.  Chas.  P.  Daly, 
Pamphlet,  New  York,  1889  (24 
pp.);  Argument  for  Defendants 
by  James  C.  Carter,  Pamphlet, 
New  York,  1889  <«2  pp.);  Reprint 
of  the  sanje.  Pamphlet  (67  pp.); 
Opinion  of  Hon.  Geo.  C.  Barrett, 
with  briefs  of  Counsel,  22  Abb. 
N.  C.  (1889)  164;  19  N.  Y.  State 
Rep.  853;  16  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  R.  1; 
22  Amer.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  511; 
5  Railw.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56;  3  N.  Y. 
Supp.  401;  2  l^aw.  Rep.  Ann.  33; 
Judge  Barrett  and  the  News- 
papers, 5  Rail.  &  Corp.  L.  Jour. 
(1889)  53,  54;  Supremo  Court, 
General  Term,  Appellant's  Brief, 
Pamphlet,  1889  (74  pp.);  Respond- 
ents' Brief,  Pamphlet,  1889  (74 
pp);  Case  on  Appeal  from  Judg- 
ment, Pamphlet,  1889  (111  pp.); 
Opinion  of  Hon.  Chas.  Daniels,  7 
N.  Y.  Supp.  (1889),  406;  27  N.  Y. 
State  Rep.  282;  5  La^  Rep.  Ann. 
386;  2  N.  Y.  Law  Jour.  1505,  1508; 
36  N.  Y.  Daily  Reg.  726;  Court  of 
Appeals  Decision,  1890;  Sugar 
Trust  Injunction,  23  Abb.  N.  C. 
(1889),  314;  2  N.  Y.  Law  Jour. 
(1890),  2155;  Commonwealth  Re- 
fining Company  Incorporation, 
Conn.  Special  Acts  1889,  p.  1095; 
Effect  of  Judge  O'Brien's  Decision, 
N.  Y.  Herald,  Feb.  16,  1890. 
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fits  from  every  plant,  and  divide  them,  as  dividends  on  the  certifi- 
cates, among  the  holders.  Dividends  have  been  declared  and  paid 
from  profits  paid  in  by  the  corporations.  Though  each  cor- 
poration retained  its  directors,  these  have  no  power,  and  hold 
office  at  the  pleasure  of  the  trustees.  For  the  benefit  of  the 
combination,  and  under  authority  of  the  deed,  mortgages  were 
placed  on  the  property  of  some  of  the  corporations.  The  pur- 
poses of  the  combination,  as  stated  in  the  trust  deed,  are, 
inter  alia,  to  furnish  protection  against  unlawful  combinations  of 
labor;  to  protect  against  inducements  to  lower  the  standard  of 
refined  sugars ;  to  promote  the  interests  of  the  parties  in  all  lawful 
and  suitable  ways.  While  the  entire  operations  of  all  the  corpora-, 
tions  are  practically  controlled  by  the  trustees,  they  themselves, 
have  no  corporate  existence;  and  the  trust  itself  has  never  been 
attacked.  Proceedings  have  been  brought,  however,  against  some 
of  the  companies  entering  into  the  combination,  by  the  States 
of  New  York  and  California.  The  New  York  case  was  a  suit  by 
the  People  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto,  seeking  to  forfeit  the 
charter  of  the  North  River  Sugar  Refining  Company,  which  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  trust  board  had  closed  its  refinery  and 
ceased  operations.  At  special  term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  Judge 
Barrett  delivered  a  learned  opinion  in  which  the  authorities  on  the 
subject  of  monopoly  were  extensively  reviewed,  and  decided  that 
the  defendant  company  in  entering  into  the  combination  had  ex- 
ercised privileges  not  conferred  upon  it  by  law ;  and  that  the  ultra 
vires  act  complained  of,  being  injurious  to  the  public,  was,  there- 
fore, a  proper  ground  of  forfeiture.^"  The  point  was  raised  that 
the  company  itself,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  had  not  entered  intc> 
the  combination,  but  only  its  shareholders  in  their  individual  ca- 
pacity.   The  fact,  however,  that  the  trust  deed  provided  for  cer- 

39  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  whicli  the  charter  does  not  ex- 
Refining  Co.  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  Spe-  pressly  or  impliedly  authorize,  is 
cial  Term  1889),  121  N.  T.  582,  unlawful;  and  if  the  doing  of 
9  L.  R.  A.  33,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843,  such  act  is  an  injury  to  the  public,^ 
5  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  56.  Quoting  it  may  be  sufficient  ground  of 
2  Morawetz  on  Priv.  Corporations,  forfeiture.'  The  samo  rule  is  laid 
§  1024,  the  court  said:  "Mr.  Mora-  down  in  Kent,  Taylor,  Waterman, 
wetz  states  the  rule  with  precis-  Kyd,  Angell  &  Ames,  and  Green's 
ion:  'A  corporation  may  incur  a  Brice.  2  Kent.  312;  Taylor, 
forfeiture  of  its  franchises  by  the  §§  289,  457,  459;  2  Waterman, 
doing  of  an  illegal  act.  Any  act  §  427;  Kyd,  §§  479  et  seg.r 
of  a  corporation  which  is  forbid-  Angell  £  Ames,  §§  774,  775,  776; 
den  by  its  charter  or  by  a  general  Green's  Brioe,  708,  709,  3  Ed.  787."' 
rule  of  law,  and  strictly  every  act 
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tain  things  to  be  done  by  the  corporation  and  that  these  things  had 
been  done,  constituted  a  ratification  by  the  corporation  of  its  share- 
holders' agreement  and  made  the  transaction  properly  a  corporate 
act.""  The  case  then  went  to  the  general  term,  where  it, was  af- 
firmed by  the  full  court,  Judge  Daniel  delivering  an  able  opinion 
upon  substantially  the  same  lines  as  the  decision  at  special;  term." 
But  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals,  while  sustaining  the  judg- 
ment of  forfeiture  and  affirming  the  lower  court  so  "far  *as  to  de- 
cide that  it  is  unlawful  for  a  corporation  organized  under  the 
Manufacturing  Act  of  1848  to  enter  into  a  partnership  agreement, 
amounting  to  a  consolidation  with  other  companies,  otherwise 
than  as  provided  by  the  statutes  regulating  consolidation,*^  neither 
approved  nor  disapproved  the  dicta  of  the  lower  courts  upon  the 
collateral  questions  of  mon6poly>  competition  "'and  restraint  of 
trade.*^  For  this  court  had  formerly  expressed  a  doubt  as  to 
whether  competition  is  invariably  a  public  benefaction  and  had 
said  that  it  "may  be  carried  on  to  such  a  degree  as,  to  become  a 
general  evil."  **  ,  The  California  c4se,  against  the  Arrierican  Sugar 
P.efining  Company,  a  corporation  of  that, State,  which  had  entered 
into  the  same  combination  of  refineries,  was  similar  in  many  re- 
spects to  the  New  York  case.  In  this  case  also  it  was  argued 
that  the  transaction  could  not  be  made  the  basis  of  an  attack  upon 
the  corporate  charter,  because  the  stock  transfer  was  not  a  cor- 
porate transaction,  but  was  the  independent  act  of  the  stockholders 
as  individuals ;  that  even  if,  as  a  result  of  the  transfer,  the  "trust" 
did  acquire  the  practical  control  of  the  corporate  affairs,  still  that 
consequence  was  not  one  to  be  charged  upon  the  corporation, 
which  could  act  only  through  the  agency  provided  by  law — ^its 
■constituted  board  of  directors,  duly  assembled.  But  the  court, 
while  suggesting  the  identity  of  the  shareholders  and  the  corpora- 
tion,*' did  not  venture  to  base  its  judgment  upon  that  ground,  but 

40  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  **  Leslie  v.  Lorillard,  110  N.  Y. 
Refining  Co.   (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  Spe-      519. 

cial  Term),  121  N.  Y.  582;   5  Ry.  «  People  v.  American  Sugar  Re- 

■&  Corp.  L.  J.  56.  fining  Co.    (Super.  Ct.   San  Fran- 

41  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Cisco,  1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
Refining  Co.  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  Gen.  83,  where  the  court  said:  "In  sup- 
Term  1889),  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  port  of  this  position  the  case  of 
442,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  406.  Gashwiler  v.  "Willis,  33  Cal.  12,  is 

42  N.  Y.  Laws  of  1867,  ch.  960;  relied  on.  But,  as  I  conceive, 
N.  Y.  Laws  of  1884,  ch.  367.  there  is  a  very  plain  distinction 

43  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  between  that  case  and  the  one  in 
Refining  Co.  (1890),  121  N.  Y.  582,  iand.  The  property  with  which 
S  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  22.  the  stockholders  in  that  case  at- 
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decided  that  the  corporation  in  carrying  out  the  agreement  of  its 
shareholders,  did  act  in  its  corporate  capacity  and  accordingly  sub- 
jected itself  to  the  penalty  of  forfeiture.*" 

§  950.  The  Cotton-Seed  Oil  Trust. — The  Louisiana  case 
against  the  American  Cotton  Oil  Trust  was  brought  in  behalf  of 
the  State  to  enjoin  it  from  conducting  business  in  Louisiana,  upon 


tempted  to  deal  was  not  theirs, 
but  was  that  of  the  corporation 
itself,  and  the  decision  was  put 
in  the  main,  if  not  altogether, 
upon  that  fact — the  learned  judge 
who  delivered  the  opinion  ohserv- 
ihg  as  follows:  'The  property  in 
question  (a ,  quartz  mine)  was 
the  property  of  the  artificial  being, 
created  by  the  statute.  The  whole 
title  was  in  the  corporation.  The 
stockholders  were  not  in  their  in- 
dividual capacities  owners  of  the 
property  as  tenants  in  common, 
joint  tenants,  co-partners  or  other- 
wise;' page  9.  But  the  condition 
here  is  supposed  to  be  precisely 
the  reverse  of  that — ^the  property 
with  which  the  stockholders  here 
undertook  to  deal  was  not  the 
property  of  the  corporation,  but 
was  their  own.  Of  course  the 
stock  was  the  property  of  the 
stockholders  who  transferred  it; 
but  beyond  that,  the  transfer  of 
all  the  stock  carried  with  it  the 
franchise — which  was  theirs  also — 
•the  Individual  collective  right  of 
the  transferring  stockholders  to 
be  'a  body  politic  and  corporate,' 
Cal.  Civ.  Code,  §  296— to  have  a 
corporate  name — 'American  Sugar 
Refinery  Company'  (id.) — by  that 
name  to  have  power  of  succession, 
the  capacity  to  sue  in  courts  of 
justice  and,  in  short,  to  have  all 
the  corporate  powers  and  priv- 
ileges accorded  to  stockholders  by 
tne  law  of  corporate  organization. 
Sec*  354.  These  together  consti- 
tute the  corporate  franchise — 
granted  by  the  state,  not  te  the 
corporation  (for  it  was  not  then 
in  esse),  but  to  'the  persons  sign- 
ing the  articles  and  their  asso- 
ciates and  successors.'     Sec.   296. 


In  other  words,  to  the  stockhold- 
ers,, then  being  or  thereafter  to  be 
at  any  time  during  the  existence 
of  the  corporation." 

«  People  V.  American  Sugar  Re- 
fining Co.  (Super.  Ct.  San  Fran- 
cisco, 1890),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
83,  where  the  court  said:  "But 
whether,  and  under  what  circum- 
stances, if  under  any,  an  act  done 
by  the  body  of  the  stockholders 
is  a  corporate  act,  becomes  unim- 
portant here  because  of  another 
fact  appearing  in  the  record.  I 
refer  to  the  scrip  dividend  ordered 
,by  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
defendant  after  the  stock  transfer 
to  the  Sugar  Refineries  Company 
had  been  made  and  by  which  cer- 
tain undistributed  profits — some 
$250,000  in  amount — ^were,  not- 
withstanding the  stock  transfer, 
divided  among  the  ex-stockhold- 
ers. The  transfer  of  the  shares, 
unless  modified  by  a  collateral 
agreement,  would,  of  course,  op- 
erate as  an  assignment  of  these 
profits  to  the  company.  Such  an 
agreement — one  by  which  the 
transferring  stockholders,  not- 
withstanding they  had  parted 
with  their  stock,  became  the  bene- 
ficial recipient  of  these  profits — 
was  made  between  them  and  the 
Sugar  Refineries  Company.  This 
agreement  between  the  stockhold- 
ers and  Mr.  Searles  concerning 
the  disposition  to  be  afterwards 
made  of  the  undistributed  profits 
was  but  executory  in  character; 
to  carry  it  into  execution  required 
official  corporate  action— the  fa- 
vorable action  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors duly  assembled.  And  this 
was  had." 


§  950.] 
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the  ground  that  it  was  an  illegal  association.  This  was  the  first 
attack  aimed  directly  against  any  of  the  modern  combinations 
known  as  trusts,  and  was  decided  under  the  Roman  Civil  Law 
rule  against  jcant-stock  associations  which  still  prevails  in  Louis- 
iana,*' the  court  saying :  "The  facts  charged  against  the  oil  trust 
are  acts  that  can  be  done  only  by  a  corporation ;  they  cannot  legally 
be  done  by  a  partnership  or  by  an  unincorporated  joint-stock  com- 
pany ;  they  are  not  acts  to  be  done  by  trustees.  If  an  association 
of  persons  is  acting  as  a  corporation  without  being  incorporated, 
they  may  be  enjoined  from  so  acting  and  from  placing  their  stock 
on  the  market."  *'     In  1884,  a  contract  was  entered  into  between 


*TVide  supra,  §  939;  State  v. 
Am.  Cotton  Oil  Trust  (1888),  1 
Ry.  &  C.  L.  J.  509,  aff'd,  40  La. 
Ann.  8,  3  So.  409.  The  petition  al- 
leged "that  the  defendant  associa- 
tion was  formed  about  two  years 
since  in  the  city  of  New  York,  with 
a  president,  two  vice-presidents, 
secretary  and  treasurer;  that  the 
agreement  under  which  the  said 
concern  was  organized,  together 
with  its  hy-laws,  is  kept  a  pro- 
found secret;  that  the  trust  is  a 
gigantic  monopoly  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  acquiring  and  control- 
ling the  various  cotton  seed  oil 
mills  existing  and  operating  in 
the  different  states  of  the  south, 
for  the  purpose  of  depreciating 
the  value  and  price  of  cotton  seed 
and  increasing  the  price  of  the' 
products  thereof  formed  hy  pro- 
cess of  manufacture;  that  the 
trust  has  within  the  past  year  ac- 
quired a  majority  of  the  stock  In 
the  several  corporations  organ- 
ized and  operating  in  this  state, 
under  the  laws  thereof,  for  the 
purpose  of  purchasiiig  cotton 
seed,  and  manufacturing  there- 
from cotton  seed  oil,  soap,  oil-cake, 
and  other  articles  of  commerce; 
that  the  trust  acquired  the  ma- 
jority of  the  stock  in  said  corpo- 
rations by  exchanging  certificates 
of  stock  in  said  corporations  at  a 
premium  and  advance  thereon, 
and  have  elected  directors  and  are 
controlling  and  operating  said  cot- 


ton oil-mills,  the  property  of  said 
corporations,  solely  for  the  inter- 
est and  benefit  of  said  illegal  as- 
sociation; that  in  making  said  ex- 
changes the  said  trust  illegally 
fabricated,  manufactured  and  is- 
sued certificates  purporting  to 
represent  shares  in  the  equity  of 
the  property  held  by  the  trustees 
of  the  American  Oil  Trust;  that 
the  trust  monopoly  has  succeeded 
in  reducing  cbtton  seed  from  four- 
teen dollars  per  ton  to  eight  dol- 
lars per  ton,  and  increasing  seed 
products  more  than  fifty  per  cent, 
in  price;  that  the  trust  has  closed 
two  mills  in  this  state;  that  the 
trust,  although  a  foreign  associa- 
tion, carries  on  business  in  this 
state  without  having  any  place  of 
business  therein,  or  any  known 
agent  upon  whom  process  may  be 
served;  that  the  trust  has  obtained 
no  license  or  permit,  has  paid  no 
taxes  either  to  the  state  or  city 
government,  and  is  without  right 
to  carry  on  business  in  this  state; 
that  Glenny  &  Violett  are  engaged 
in  selling  and  dealing  in  so-called 
shares  issued  by  the  trust;  that 
the  said  American  Oil  Trust  has 
never  been  incorporated  under  the 
laws  of  this  state,  or  any  other 
state  or  country." 

*8  State  v.  American  Cotton  Oil 
Trust,  1  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  509,  af- 
firmed 40  La.  Ann.  8,  3  So.  409 
(1888).  Of.  "Unregistered  Com- 
paniee,"  17  Irish  L.  T.  381;   "As- 
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four  corporations  engaged  in  manufacturing  cotton-seed  oil  at 
Memphis,  for  the  formation  of  what  is  designated  in  the  agree-' 
ment  as  a  "combination  syndicate"  and  "partnership."     The-  con- 
tracting mills  agreed  to  select  a  committee,  composed  of  repre- 
sentatives from  each  corporation,  and  to  turn  over  to  this  com- 
mittee the  properties  and  machinery  of  each  mill,  to  be  managed 
and  operated  by  this  committee,  through  officers,  agents  and  em- 
ployes selected  by  them,  for  the  common  benefit,  the  profits  and 
losses  of  the  corporations  to  be  shared  in  proportions  agreed  upon. 
This  arrangement  was  to  last  one  year,  but,  with  consent  of  all, 
might  be  renewed  for  two  additional  years,  and,  as  appears,  was 
at  end  of  first  year  renewed  for  two  other  years.    The  possession' 
of  the  several  mills  was  turned  over  to  this  executive  committee, 
and  they  were  operated  by  these  managers  thenceforward  under 
the  name  of  the  'Independent  Cotton  Seed  Association.'    There 
was  a  provision  in  the  contract  by  which  other  mills  were  to  be  ad- 
mitted by  consent,  and  a  fifth  corporation  was  in  fact  subsequently 
admitted.     The  Hanaur  Oil  Works  was  one  of  these  contracting 
corporations,  the  contract  being  authorized  by  both  shareholders 
and  directors.     In  1886,  the  business  of  the  second  year  having 
been  about  concluded,  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Hanaur  Oil 
Works  passed  a  resolution  declaring  this  contract  void,  as  being 
an  agreement  ultra  vires,  and  their  president  was  instructed  to 
take  possession  of  the  mill.     It  was  ultimately  found  necessary  to 
bring  suit  for  unlawful  detainer  in  order  to  recover  possession  of 
the  property;  and  the  court  held  that  the  contract  as  to  the  re- 
mainder of  the  term  was  unexecuted  and  could  be  repudiated  as 
ultra  vires.*^     The  decision  was  based  solely  upon  the  ground  of 
ultra  vires.     "We  have  not  deemed  it  necessary,"  said  the  court, 

soclations.  Legal  &  Illegal,"  19  f erred;  that  the  business  pro- 
Irish  L.  T.  335.  posed  by  the  contifict,  being  with 
48  Mallory  v.  Hanaur  Oil  Works  in  the  purpose  of  the  charter,  Is, 
(1888),  86  Tenn.  598,  8  S.  W.  396,  therefore,  within  the  implied  pow- 
4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  202,  where  the  ers  of  the  corporation,  and  not 
court  said:  "It  is  ,however,  argued  ultra  vires.  In  other  words,  'that 
by  the  learned  counsel  for  appel-  the  question  Is  not  whether  the 
lants  that  if  it  be  a  partnership,  corporation  had,  by  virtue  of  the 
that  it  does  not,  therefore,  fol-  act  of  incorporation,  authority  to 
low  that  it  is  ultra  vires;  that  make  the  contract,  but  whether 
such  a  contract,  not  being  pro-  they  are  by  those  statutes"  for- 
hibited  by  law,  or  the  charter  of  bidden  to  do  it.'  In  this  doctrine 
the  defendant  in  error,  or  against  we  do  not  concur.  There  is,  how- 
public  policy,  is  not  void,  even  if  ever,  respectahle  authority  for  the 
in  excess  of  power  expressly  con-  position." 
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"to  consider  the  question  of  the  legality  of  such  a  combination  of 
corporations  as  one  tending  to  create  a  monopoly,  for  the  ground 
upon  which  we  place  the  case  needs  no  additional  prop.  The  ques- 
tion of  the  validity  of  such  an  arrangement  is  a  very  grave  one, 
"but  need  not  now  be  considered."  °'' 

§  951.     The  Diamond  Match  Trust. — A  corporation  known 
as  the  "Diamond  Match  Company"  was  organized  under  articles 
of  incorporation  which  stated  that  its  business  was  to  manufac- 
ture, buy,  sell  and  deal  in  friction  matches,  and  all  articles  enter- 
ing into  the  composition  and  manufacture  thereof,  and  also  in  ma- 
chines and  machinery,  whether  applicable  to  the  manufacture  of 
friction  matches,  or  to  other  purposes,  and  to  purchase,  own,  and 
sell  exclusive  rights  under  letter$  patent  relating  to  the  manufac- 
ture of  friction  matches,  and  to  machines  and  machinery  applica- 
ble thereto,  or  to  other  purposes,  and  to  buy,  sell,  own  and  deal  in 
any  real  or  personal  property  necessary  or  convenient  to  the  prose- 
cution of  said  business.     It  appeared  that  the  object  of  the  corpo- 
ration was  to  buy  up  the  property  of  all  individuals  or  corporations 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  friction  matches,  exacting  from 
the  manufacturer,  in  every  case  of  transfer,  a  bond,  that  he  would 
■not  for  a  term  of  years  engage  in,  or  aid  anyone  else  in,  the  manu- 
facture of  matches  in  any  place  where  his  action  might  conflict 
with  the  interests,  or  diminish  the  sales,  or  lessen  the  profits,  of 
the  Diamond  Match  Company.     Suit  was  brought  in  Michigan  to 
restrain  the  defendants  from  disposing  of  certain  stock  in  the 
match  company  held  by  them  as  security  for  a  loan  to  the  com- 
plainant to  enable  him  to  purchase  it ;  and  the  circuit  court  granted 
the  injunction;  but  on  app^eal  the  purposes  of  the  company  were 
declared  to  be  unlawful  and  any  contract  made  to  further  them  to 
be  void  as  against  public  policy  and  such  as  the  court  would 
neither  enforce  while  executory  nor  relieve  against  when  exe- 
■cuted,^^  although  it  was  shown  that  the  enterprise  had  in  fact  re- 

Bo  Mallory  v.  Hanaur  Oil  Works  essaries    of   life,    are   monopolies, 

(1888),  86  fenn.  598,  8  S.  W.  396,  and  intolerable,  and  ought  to  re- 

4  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  202.  ceive    the    condemnation    of    all 

SI  Richardson  v.  Buhl  (1889),  77  courts.     In  my  judgment  not  only 

Mich.  632,  6  L.  R.  A.  457,  43  N.  "W.  is  the  enterprise  in  which  the  Dia- 

1102,  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  89.  Sher-  mond  Match  Compfany  is  engaged 

wood,  C.  J.,  in  a  lengthy  decision  an  unlawful  one,  hut  the  contract 

citing  no   authorities,   concludes:  in   question   in   this   case,   being 

"All  combinations  among  persons  made  to   further  its  objects   and 

■or  corporations  for  the  purpose  of  purposes,  is  void  upon  the  ground 

raising   or   controlling  the   prices  that   it   is   against   public   policy, 

of  merchandise  or  any  of  the  nee-  The  decree  at  the  circuit  should 
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duced  the  price  of  matches,  the  court  assuming  that  the  price  had 
been  lowered  for  the  purpose  of  crushing  competition."'' 

§  952.  The  Chicago  Gas  Trust. — The  Chicago  Gas  Trust 
Company  was  organized  under  the  general  incorporation  law  of 
Illinois.  The  statement  filed  by  the  original  incorporators  with 
the  Secretary  of  State  sets  forth  that  the  Trust  Company  was 
formed  for  two  objects,  or  for  one  object  of  a  two-fold  character, 
in  brief,  the  erection  and  operation  of  works  in  Chicago  and  other 
places  in  Illinois,  for  the  manufacture,  sale  and  distribution  of  gas 
and  electricity ;  and  "to  purchase  and  hold  or  sell  the  capital  stock" 
of  any  gas  or  electric  company  or  companies  in  Chicago  or  else- 
where in  Illinois.  In  the  first  proceeding  against  it,  no  attack 
was  made  upon  the  validity  of  the  organization  of  the  Gas  Trust 
Company  as  a  corporation.  That  it  was  formed  in  strict  con- 
formity with  the  requirements  of  the  general  incorporation  law. 


be    reversed,    and    the    compliain- 
ant's  bill  dismissed  with  costs." 

52  Campbell,  J.,  said :  "It  is  no 
answer  to  say  that  this  monopoly 
has  in  fact  reduced  the  price  of 
friction  matches.  That  policy  m  ay 
have  been  necessary  to  crush  com- 
petition. The  fact  exists  that  it 
rests  in  the  discretion  of  this  com- 
pany at  any  time  to  raise  the  price 
to  an  exorbitant  degree.  Such 
combinations  have  frequently  been 
condemned  by  courts  as  unlawful, 
and  against  public  policy.  Hooker 
V.  Vandewater,  4  Denlo,  349;  Stan- 
ton v.  Allen,  5  Denio,  434;  Mor- 
ris Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal 
Co.,  68  Pa.  St.  186;  Central  Ohio 
Salt  Co.  V.  Guthrie,  35  Ohio  St. 
672;  Craft  v.  McConoughy,  79 'ill. 
346;  Hoffman  v.  Brooks,  11  Week. 
Cin.  Law.  Bui.  258;  Hannah  v. 
Fife,  27  Mich.  172;  Alger  v. 
Thacher,  19  Pick.  51.  It  is  also 
well  settled  that  if  a  contract  be 
void  as  against  public  policy,  the 
court  will  neither  enforce  it  while 
executory,  nor  relieve  a  i)arty 
from  loss  by  having  performed  it 
in  part.  Poote  v.  Emerson,  10  Vt. 
344;  and  see  Hanson  v.  Power,  8 
Dana,  91;  Pratt  v.  Adams,  7 
Paige,  616;  Pratt  v.  Oliver,  1  Mc- 
Lean, 300,  2  McLean,  277;  Stan- 
ton V.  Allen,  5  Denio,  434.     It  is 


not  necessary  that  the  parties,  or 
either  of  them,  should  rely  upon 
the  fact  that  the  contract  is  one 
which  it  is  against  the  policy  of 
the  law  to  enforce.  Courts  will 
take  notice,  of  their  own  motion, 
of  illegal  contracts  which  come  be- 
fore them  for  adjudication,  and 
will  leave  the  parties  where  they 
have  placed  themselves.  Camp- 
bell, J.,  concurring  with  Chaplin,. 
J.  Long,  J.:  "I  concur  in  the  re- 
sult reached  by  Mr.  Justice  Sher- 
wood in  this  case.  I  am  not,  how- 
ever, entirely  satisfied  with  many 
of  the  reasons  he  gives  for  his 
conclusions.  Whether  the  organi- 
zation of  the  Diamond  Match  Com- 
pany is  one  against  public  policy 
I  do  not  propose  to  discuss.  De- 
fendants are  not  members  of  the 
company,  nor  have  they  ever  been. 
They  claim  the  right  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  this  stock  so  held  by 
them  as  security,  and  to  realize- 
therefrom  the  amount  then  due 
under  the  contract.  By  the  terms- 
of  the  contract  they  have  the  right 
to  pursue  this  course.  By  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  below  they  were 
restrained  from  making  this  sale, 
I  agree  with  Mr.  Justice  Sherwood 
that  the  decree  of  the  court  below 
be  dismissed,  with  costs."  Morse, 
J.,  did  not  sit. 
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was  not  denied  by  the  State.  Nor  did  the  State  question  the 
right  to  acquire  and  operate  works  for  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  gas  and  electricity  in  pursuance  of  the  object  designated  in  the 
first  clause  above  mentioned.  The  controversy  presented  by  the 
record  related  solely  to  its  authority  to  purchase  and  hold  the 
capital  stock  of  other  gas  companies.  The  information  charged 
that  by  so  purchasing  and  holding  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  other  companies,  the  appellee  usurped  and  exer- 
cised "powers,  liberties,  privileges  and  franchises  not  conferred  by 
law."  The  appellee  pleaded  in  justification,  that  the  power  so  to 
purcliase  and  hold  the  stock  is  granted  by  the  terms  of  its  charter, 
and  the  decision  was  based  upon  the  technical  rule  of  ultra  vires; 
and  whatever  else  may  be  said  as  dicta,  the  case  is  authority  sim- 
ply for  the  proposition  that  a  corporation  created  under  the  gen- 
eral act  of  Illinois  has  no  power  to  purchase  the  stock  of  other 
corporations  created  under  the  same  law  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing on  the  same  business.  A  corporation  formed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  selling  and  manufacturing  gas  has  no  power  to  buy  shares 
of  stock  in  other  gas  companies,  and  although  the  enabling  statutes 
authorize  incorporation  for  "any  lawful  purpose," — where  the 
"purpose  of  incorporation  is  to  buy  out  the  stock  of  four  compet- 
ing gas  corporations  in  a  city,  with  purpose  to  create  a  monopoly, 
this  is  not  a  lawful  purpose  and  will  be  ground  for  forfeiture  of  the 
charter.  The  word  'unlawful'  as  applied  to  corporations  is  not 
used  exclusively  in  the  sense  of  malum  in  se  or  malum  prohibitum. 
It  is  also  used  to  designate  powers  which  are  ultra  vires.  "^^  An 
agreement  of  two  gas  companies  not  to  do  business,  each  in  the 
other's  territory,'  is  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  is  an  unlawful  agree- 
ment, a  gas  company  being  a  public  service  corporation.^^^' 

§953-  The  Cattle  Trust. — In  a  case  which  involved  the 
validity  of  the  trust  certificates  of  the  American  Cattle  Trust,  the 
court  declined  to  pass  upon  the  question  whether  or  not  the  object 
of  the  association  was  to  form  such  a  combination  against  the  free- 
dom of  trade  and  competition  as  is  contrary  to  public  policy.^* 
And  in  declining  to  grant  the  injunction  prayed  for,  the  court 

03  People  T.   Chicago   G.   T.   Co.  Rep.  886,  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  402, 

(1889),  130  IJl.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  497,  where  Phillips,  J.,   in  the  outset 

17  Am.  St.  Rep.  319,  affirmed  by  says:  "I  do  not  feel  called  upon, 

the   tr.    S.    Supreme   Court   Feb.,  in  the  determination  of  the  ques- 

1905.  tions  raised  by  the  exceptions,  to 

63a  Chicago  G.  L.  Co.  v.  People's  pass  upon  the   question'  whether 

G.  L.  Co.,  121  111.  530.  or  not  the  real  object  and  irispira- 

S4  Gould  V.  Head  (1890),  38  Fed.  tion  of  the  American  Cattle  Trust 
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quoting  from  the  Louisiana  Cotton  Oil  Case  said :  "If,  as  alleged, 
these  certificates  have  been  taken  as  a  price  in  exchange  for  ten 
million  dollars  of  property  transferred  to  the  trust,  then,  what- 
ever be  their  validity  and  effect  as  shares  of  stock,  whether  or  not 
they  confer  on  the  holders  the  privileges  of  corporate  stockholders, 
or  whether  or  not  they  confer  the  right  to  participate  in  the  carry- 
ing on  of  any  illegal  business,  yet  they  undoubtedly  do  represent 
an  interest  in  the  property  referred  to,  and  as  such  have  a  legal 
and  real  value;  and  we  can  not  understand  how  such  property 
rights  can  be  placed  hors  de  commerce  by  an  injunction."  ^^  On 
a  previous  hearing,  however,  the  court  had  decided  that  a  mercan- 
tile corporation  can  not,  by  an  arrangement  with  other  corpora- 
tions, place  its  stock  in  the  hands  of  trustees  with  power  to  man- 
age the  affairs  of  all  the  companies  as  one,  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
creasing its  profits,  thus  substituting  the  trustees  as  the  govern- 
ing body  of  the  corporation  instead  of  its  officers,  as  such  an  act 
is  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of  its  creation.'*''  It  was  after- 
wards held,  in  this  case  that  equity  will  not  compel  a  corporation 
to  register  a  transfer  of  stock  where  the  purpose  is  to  get  control 
of  the  corporation  to  wreck  it.^^ 

§  954.  The  Alcohol  Trust. — The  Alcohol  Trust  was  a  com- 
bination of  distillers  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  danger  of  ruin- 
ous competition  and  overproduction,  not  only  by  limiting  the  pro- 
duction of  the  distilleries  in  operation  but  also  by  closing  up  those 
that  could  not  be  profitably  conducted.  The  Nebraska  Distilling 
Company  had  conveyed  its  property  to  the  trustees ;  but  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Nebraska  held  that  the  purpose  being  contrary  to 
public  policy,  the  conveyance  was  ultra  vires  and  passed  no  title  to 
the  property.^'     The  caution  with  which  the  courts  in  these  cases, 

was  to  form  such  a  combmation  st  Gould  v.  Head  (1890),  41  Fed. 

against  the  freedom  of  trade  and  240. 

competlon  as  to  subject  It  to  the  ssAny     contract     entered     into 

disability  of  being  contrary  to  pub-  with   such  an   object  in  view   is, 

lie  policy.    The  trust  company,  as  under  the  laws  of  the  state,  null 

such,  is  not  before  the  court;  and  and    void;    and    the    conveyance 

counsel  for  defendant  declines  to  from  the  distilling  company  to  the 

urge   such    objection   against   the  trust  was  in  contravention  of  the 

character  of  the  trust."  authority  conferred  by  statute  on 

66  Gould  V.  Head  (1890),  38  Fed.  that    company,    in    excess   of   the 

Rep.  886,  citing  State  v.  American  powers  granted  by  its  charter,  and 

Cotton  Oil  Trust,  40  La.  Ann.  8,  against  public  policy,  and  no  title 

3  South.  409.  passed  by  such  conveyance.    State 

B«  Gould  V.  Head  (1889),  38  Fed.  v.  Nebraska  Distilling  Co.  (1890), 

Rep.  886.  29  Neb.  700,  46  N.  W.  155,  8  Ry.  & 

Corp.  L.  J.  323. 
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(although  inveighing  against  the  evils  of  monopoly),  fall  back 
upon  the  technical  of  ultra  vires, — is  significant.^" 

§  955-  Power  of  Congress  over  trusts.  Anti-trust  Act  o£ 
July  2,  1890.  Interstate  commerce  law.  Combinations  which, 
are  not  in  violation  of  the  statute. — The  constitutional  power 
of   Congress   to   restrain   illegal   trade   conspiracies   and   mono- 


BO  Thus,    in    State    v.    Nebraska 
Distilling  Co.  (1890),  29  Neb.  700, 
46  N.  W.  755,  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
323,  it  is  said  the  acts  of  a  cor- 
poration to  be  unlawful  need  not 
necessarily  be  mala  proMbita  or 
mala  in  se,  although  such  acts  are 
illegal  in  all  cases;  but  any  act  of 
a  corporation  which,  by  the  terms 
of  its  charter,  it  is  not  authorized 
to  do,  is  in  excess  of  its  powers,* 
and  therefore  unlawful.     In  this 
case,   quoting  the   Supreme  Court 
of   the    United    States,    the    court 
said,    in    speaking   of   the   proper 
construction,  of  articles  of  associa- 
tion    of     corporations     organized 
under  general  laws:  "  'We  have  to 
consider,   when   such   articles   be- 
come the  subject  of  construction, 
that  they  are,  in  a  sense,  ex  parte. 
Their  formation  and   execution — 
what  shall   be  put   into   them  as 
well  as  what  shall  be  left  out — do 
not  take   place   under  the   super- 
vision   of    any    official    authority 
whatever.     They  are  the  produc- 
tion of  private  citizens,  gotten  up 
in  the  interest  of  the  parties  who 
propose    to    become    corporators, 
and  stimulated  by  their  zeal  for 
the  personal  advantage  of  the  par- 
ties   concerned,    rather    than    the 
general  good.     .     .     .    These  arti- 
cles, which  necessarily  assume  by 
the  sole  action  of  the  corporators 
enormous  powers,  many  of  which 
have    been    heretofore   considered 
of  a   public  character,  sometimes 
affecting  the  interests  of  the  pub- 
lic very  largely  and  very  seriously, 
do  not  commend  themselves  to  the 
judicial  mind  as  a  class  of  instru- 
ments requiring  or  justifying  any 
very  liberal  construction.     Where 
the  question  ,is  whether  they  con- 


form  to   tlie   authority   given   by- 
statute  in  regard  to  corporate  or- 
ganizations, it  is  always  to  be  de- 
termined   upon    just    construction. 
of    the    powers    granted    therein, 
with  a  due  regard  for  all  the  other 
laws  of  the  state  upon  that  sub- 
ject.     .      .     .     The     manner     in 
which  these  powers  shall  be  exer- 
cised and  their  subjection  to  the 
restraint   of  the  general   laws   of 
the  state  and  its  general  principles 
of  public  policy,  are  not  in   any 
sense  enlarged  by  inserting  in  the 
articles  of  association  the  author- 
ity   to    depart    therefrom.'     This,, 
we  think,  is  a  correct  construction 
of  the  law  relating  to  such  arti- 
cles,   and    we    adopt    the    same." 
State  V.   Nebraska   Distilling   Co. 
(Neb.  1890),   8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
323,   where   the   court   Also  said: 
"Alcohol    is    an    article    of    com- 
merce.   It  is  applied  to  a  thousand 
uses    in    arts    and    manufactures. 
The  amount  which  is  rectified  and 
used  as  intoxicating  drinks  forms 
but  a  very  small  part  of  the  quan- 
tity actually  distilled.    And  being 
an  article  of  commerce,  any  con- 
tract creating  a  monopoly  therein 
is  against  public  policy,  and  void." 
Then   recurring  to   the   technical 
rule,  the  court  continued:  "A  cor- 
poration  can   exercise  no  powers 
except  such  as  are  granted  to  it  by 
the  charter  under  which  it  exists. 
(Thomas  v.  The  Railroad,  101  tJ. 
S.  71;    Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Oregonian  Ry.  Co.,  130  U.  S.  1.) 
It  is  no  part  of  the  powers  of  the 
distilling  company  to  sell  all  its 
property,    real    and    personal,    to- 
gether   with   the    franchises   and 
powers     necessary     to     properly 
carry  on  the  business.     (Oregon 
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pojies,  is  extended  only  to  the  regulation  and  protection  of  trade 
and  commerce  between  the  States,  or  with  foreign  nations ;  and  is 
held  to  apply  to  all  such  compacts  or  combinations,  reasonable  or 
unreasonable,  which  tend  to  injuriously  affect  interstate  commerce. 
In  the  exercise  of  this  power,  Congress  passed  the  act  of  July  2, 
1890,  known  as  the  "Anti-Trust  Law,"  "Sherman  Law,"  or  "In- 
terstate   Commerce    Act."       "To   protect    trade    and    commerce 
against   unlawful    restraints   and   monopolies,"    .     .    .    "every 
contract,  or  combination,   in  the   fomi  of  trust,   or  otlierwise, 
or  any  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  States  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to 
be  ill^al."     It  is  further- declared  in  the  act  that  "every  person 
•who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  combina- 
tion or  ccmspiracy  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and 
on  conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding 
five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year, 
or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court."     This 
was  the  first  attempt  by  Congress  to  regulate  interstate  commerce, 
and  protect  it  against  combinations  C>f  corporations  of  the  dif- 
ferent States,  or  of  other  persons.     For  a  while  the  law  was  prac- 
tically nullified  by  decisions  of  federal  courts,  and  it  proved  inef- 
fective of  its  purpose,  until,  under  late  decisions  of  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court,  the  Act  has  become,  against  illegal  trusts 
and  monopolies,  the  most  powerful  remedy.     Every  contract,  com- 
bination or  conspiracy,  whose  necessary  effect  is  to  restrict  com- 
petition in  commerce  among  the  States  is  violative  of  that  act. 
But  such  attempts  to  monopolize  a  part  of  commerce  between  the 
States  which  only  incidentally  or  indirectly  restrict  such  com- 
petition are  not  in  violation  of  the  statute.     Where  a  manufac- 
turing corporation,  and  its  employes  restricted  the  sales  of  its  pro- 
ducts to  those  who  refrained  from  dealing  in  the  commodities  of 
its  competitors,  such  restriction  of  its  own  trade,  and  refusal  to 
sell  to  others,  was  held  not  to  be  in  violation  of  that  Act.     The 
owner  of  goods  maydictate  the  prices  at  which  be  will  sell  them, 

Ky.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Oregonian  Ry.  stock,    and   surrender   Its  charter 

Co.,  130  IT.  S.  1.)    The  fact  that  the  to  the  state,  does  not  authorize  it 

corporation  has  authority  to  put  to  terminate  its  existence  by  a  sale 

and  end  to  its  existence  by  a  vote  and   disposal   of   all   its   property 

of  a  majority  of  its  stockholders,  and   rights.     Oregon   Ry.   &  Nav. 

in  which  event  it  may  proceed  to  Co.  v.  Oregonian  Ry.  Co.,  1^0  U. 

settle  up  its  affairs,  dispose  of  its  S.  1." 
property    and    divide    its    capital 
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without  liability  to  damage,  suflfered  by  his  refusal  to  sell  them 
to  an  applicant,  at  prices  which  would  enable  him  to  sell  them  at  a 
profit."" 

§  956.  Interstate  commerce. — ^Under  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision giving  Congress  power  to  "regulate  commerce  among  the 
several  states,"  etc.,  the  word  "commerce"  embraces  transporta- 
tion of  persons  and  tangible  things,  and  the  instruments  of  com- 
merce, the  railroad,  telegraph  and  telephone."^  Commerce  in- 
cludes navigation;  the  leading  case  as  to  the  power  of  Congress 
to  regulate  commerce  is  Gibbons  v.  Ogdon,  *"  wherein  it  was  held 
that  the  power  as  such  was  not  possessed  by  the  State  in  any  de- 
gree. From  that  decision  there  has  been  no  dissent.  Commerce 
is  king.  The  general  welfare  of  the  people  is  subordinate  to  the 
necessities  and  interests  of  traffic.  Private  contracts  are  sub- 
ordinate to  the  commerce  power.  It  extends  to  the  restraint  and . 
regulation  of  priva:te  contracts. in  restraint  of  trade,  and  of  un- 
just discrimination  against  persons  or  places,  where  the-  subject 
matter  of  the  contract  is  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  com- 
merce with  the  Indian  tribes.  As  to  pools  and  combinations  for 
maintaining  rates  and  prices,  the  question  was  settled  by  the  two 
decisions  in  the  Joint  Traffic  Cases."^ 

Insurance. — The  business  of  fire  insurance  was  held  not  to  fall 
within  the  intent  of  the  "commerce"  clause."* 

§  957.  Legislation  in  aid  of  enforcement  of  the  anti-trust, 
or  interstate  commerce  law  of  July  2,  1890. — The  fifty-seventh 
Congress,  in  February  1903,  passed  four  bills  aimed  directly  at 
the  trusts.  These  were  the  first  anti-trust  legislation  of  Congress, 
in  nearly  ten  years. 

The  first  of  these  provided  for  an  appropriation  of  $500,000,  to 
defray  expenses  in  prosecuting  illegal  combinations. 

The  second,  was'  the  act  of  February  14th,  1903.  It  was  in 
the  interest  of  "publicity."  It  created  the  Bureau  of  Corporations 
(in  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  Labor),  with  authority  to 
secure  systematic  information  regarding  the  orgajiization  and 

eowhitwell    v.   Continental    To-  Assn.    (Oct.   24,   1898),   171  U.    S. 

iDacco  Co.  (1903),  125  Fed.  454,  64  505;    United  States  v.  Trans-Mis- 

L.  R.  A.  689.  sourl,   etc.   Assn.,   166   U.   S.   290; 

eiLeloup    v.    Mobile,   127  U.  S.  Andrews'  American  Law,  p.  344; 

€40.  et  seq.- 

62  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,    9    Wheat.  04  paul     v.     Virginia,     8     Wall. 

<U.  S.)  1.  (U.  S.)  168;  Hooper  v.  California, 

6s  United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  155  U.  S.  648. 
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operation  of  corporations  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  The 
real  beginning  of  the  bureau's  anti-trust  work  was,  when  Congress 
in  1904  ordered  the  bureau  to  start  an  investigation  of  the  Beef 
and  Cattle  Trust,  which  was  afterward  enjoined,  preliminary  to 
prosecution.  The  full  report  of  the  commissioners  was  made  to 
Congress  in  December,  1904. 

The  third,  was  the  act  of  February  19,  1903,  to  enlarge  the 
power  of  the  interstate  commerce  commission  in  dealing  with 
railroads  and  other  common  carriers  that  gave  secret  rebates  on 
freight  rates,  which  enabled  powerful  trusts  to  suppress  and  de- 
stroy competition.  This  was  called  the  Elkins  Act.  It  emasculated 
the  Sherman  Act  by  striking  out  its  provision  for  punishment  of 
violations,  by  imprisonment,  leaving  the  penalty  to  be  a  maximum 
fine  of  $20,000  upon  the  corporation  for  any  such  violation. 

The  fourth,  was  the  act  of  February,  11,  1903,  called  the 
"Short-Cut."  It  provided  for  the  removal  of  causes  pending  in 
the  Circuit  Courts,  to  a  hearing  before  a  bench  of  three  judges 
and  for  carrying  appeals  from  the  Circuit  Court  directly  to  the 
Supreme  Court.  Neither  the  fifty-eighth  nor  the  fifty-ninth  Con- 
gress passed  any  anti-trust  act;  though  the  House,  February,  9, 
1905,  by  overwhelming  vote,  passed  the  Esch-Townsend  rate- 
bill,  to  give  the  interstate  commerce  commission  power  to  reg- 
ulate the  rates  of  common  carriers  of  interstate  commerce.  The 
extra  session  of  this  Congress,  it  is  not  doubted,  will  pass  the  bill. 

Application  of  these  laws. — Among  other  applications,  these 
acts  are  held  to  apply  to  railroads  as  common  carriers,  and  to 
prohibit  contracts  between  them,  which  are  in  restraint  of  inter- 
state trade;  whether  or  not  the  contracts  are  between  competing 
lines,  and  are  for  purposes  only  of  affecting  rates  and  charges  for 
transportation;  and  whether  or  not  those  rates  are  reasonable,  if 
restraint  of  trade  is  the  necessary  effect  of  the  purpose  of  such 
contract.  "The  language  of  the  act  of  1890,"  said  the  court  in 
the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association  Case,  "includes  every 
contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States 
or  with  foreign  nations.  So  far  as  the  very  terms  of  the  statute 
go,  they  apply  to  any  contract  of  the  nature  described.  A  con- 
tract, therefore,  that  is  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  is,  by 
the  strict  language  of  the  act,  prohibited,  even  though  such  con- 
tract is  entered  into  between  competing  common  carriers  by  rail- 
road, and  only  for  the  purpose  of  thereby  affecting  traffic  rates 
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for  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property."""*  But  this  act 
does  not -prohibit  a  monopoly  in  the  manufacture  of  a  commodity.'"' 
Nor  does  it  apply  to  a  combination  among  commission  merchants 
dealing  in  live-  stock,  the  combination  having  only  indirect  in- 
fluence on  interstate  commerce.*' 

§  957a.  Federal  incorporation  or  license,  of  interstate  com- 
merce corporations,  proposed. — In  December,  1904,  in  the 
president's  message  to  Congress,  and  the  report  of  the  commis- 
sioner of  the  bureau  of  corporations,  both  recommend  that  all 
corporations  doing  an  interstate  business,  shall  require  federal 
license.  In  short,  that  the  right  of  corporations  to  engage  in  in- 
terstate commerce  shall  require  federal  license  and  be  placed 
under  federal  control,  and  beyOnd  the  power  of  the  State  to  tax. 
Under  such  regulation  of  interstate  commerce  by  corporations, 
they  would  receive  immediate  and  constant  federal  protection, 
and  be  supervised  by  federal  laws,  almost  exclusively,  as  is  now 
done  in  the  case  of  national  banks. 

§  957b.  "Holding"  corporations,  organized  to  deal  in  the 
stock  of  other  corporations. — ^The  anti- trust  act  of  Congress 
of  1890,  as  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
does  not  apply  to  combinations  formed  to  control  the  means  of 
production,  because  production  is  not  commerce,  but  the  court 
decided  that  it  prohibits  combinations  between  independent  rail- 
road companies  to  maintain  rates.  And  later  the  court  held  a 
combination  to  be  within  the  prohibition  of  that  act,  if  the  com- 
bination had  the  power  to  regulate  rates  in  interstate  commerce; 
and  that,  whether  or  not  it  exercised  the  power,  the  combination 
is  prohibited.  The  formation  of  the  United  States  Steel  corpora- 
tion, involving  over  a  billion  of  dollars,  made  it  clear,  in  the  light 
of  these  decisions,  that,  for  the  unity  of  control  of  great  corpo- 
rations, some  new  plan  must  be  devised  to  supersede  the  old  one 
of  consolidation.  The  "trust,"  as  originally  formed,  had  been 
declared  illegal,  and  partnership  of  corporations  held  contrary  to 
the  spirit  and  policy  of  the  law,  and  consolidation  of  two  or 
more  corporations  had  proved  inefficient  for  independent  control 

65  United    States    v.    Trans-Mis-  36,  53  Fed.  440;  United  States  v. 

souri,    etc.   Assn.,    166   U.    S.    290  Addyston,  etc.  Co.,  85  Fed.  271. 

(four  judges  dissenting) ;  United  ««  United  States  v.  Knight  Co., 

States     V.     Joint     Traffic     Assn.  156  U.  S.  1. 

(1898),  171  U.  S.  505;   Addyston,  e?  Hopkins     v.     United     States 

etc.  Co.  V.  United  States,  175  U.  S.  (1898),  171  U.  S.  578. 
211.    Per  contra,  see  19  U.  S.  App. 
Vol.  II— 93 
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'Oif  associated  corpDrations.  Accordingly,  to  circumvent  the  anti- 
trust act,  as  so  interpreted  by  the  Supreme  Court,  there  was  de- 
vised in  1 901,  the  "holding"  compaaiy,  designed,  not  for  any  au- 
thorized IjusinesB  of  its  own,  .but  to  acquire  and  hold  the  stock  af 
other  corporations  by  mediation  of  a  trustee,  to  aiccomplish  by 
indirection  purposes  declared  :by  the  cottrt  to  be  unlawful,  and 
contrary  to  public  policy.  The  "holding"  corpsration,  ^©  de- 
vised, was  for  the  contrdl,  by  a  few  persons,  of  all  foreign  and 
domestic  commerce.  The  Jr,st  icxhibition  of  this  new  plan  was  in 
the  formation  of  the  Northern  Securities  Company,  and  its  ac- 
quirement of  the  larger  part  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Northern 
Paci'fic  Rattlroad  Company.,  and  of  the  Great  Northern  Railroad 
Company."' 

■A  sitoclcholding  ■coTpara:ti6n  is  legal,  where  it  does  not  violate 
a  statutory,  or  the  common  laTv  prohibition  against  the  suppres- 
S'ion  of  competition,  by  restraint  rif  trade  or  otiherwise.'''  Where 
the  statutes  authorize  incorporation  for  any  legal  purpose,  a  com- 
pany may  "be  incorporated  for  dealing  in  the  stock  of  corporations 
generally.'^''  Eut  ■where  the  purpose  or  effect  of  any  such  hold- 
ing of  the  stock  of  other  corporations  is  to  prevent  contpetition, 
the  law  will  not  allow  one  corporation  to  purchase  the  stock  of 
another,  as  where  two  competing  railroads  consolidate,''^  nor 
allow  one  such  corporation  to  gtiaranty  the  bonds  of  another  as 
■cGMisideration  for  '.the  holding  of  the  stock  of  the  one  corporation 
for  the  bendfit  of  the  shareholders  of  the  other.'^ 

Dealing  by  way  of  mortgage. — In  the  form  of  deeds  of  trust, 
mortgages  are  often  given  by  a  "holding"  corporation,  and  the 
certificates  of  stock  deposited  with  the  trustee,  in  order  that  the 
■stock  itself  may  be  covered  by  the  mort:gage.''  In  such  case  the 
■mortgagor  is  not  prevented  from  mortgaging  its  property.'* 

Ccmipeting  manufacturing  corporations. — It  is  illegal  for  trus- 
tees to  hold  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  a  competing  manufacturing 
•corporation,  with  the  purpose  and  effect  of  preventing  competi- 
•tion7* 

68  Vide,    Holding    Coepobations,  72  Pearsall  v.  Great  Northern  R. 

§§  938-942,  1053.  R.  (1896),  161  U.  S.  671. 

asEllermaii  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Co.  73  Toler  v.  East  Tennessee,  etc. 

(ISSl),  49  N.  J.  Eq.  217.  R.  R.   (1894),  67  Fed.  168. 

70  ■willoughby  v.  Chicago,  etc.  74'Gasquet  v.  Fidelity,  etc.  Co. 
Co.   (1892),  50  N.  J.  Eq.  656.  (1896),    75  Fed.    343. 

71  Penn.  R.  R.  v.  Common-wealth  7.5  People  v.  North  River,  etc. 
(Pa.  1886),  7  AU.  368.  Co.   (1890),  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R. 

A.  33,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843. 
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§  957c.  The  Nprtberu  Securjtieis  Cpmp^ny.-rTbe  most  im- 
portant decision  sq  far  rea?be4  by  tbe  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  under  tbe  anti-trust  act  of  Copgr^gs  of  Jt^ly  2,  1^99,  is  that 
recently  made  m  tbe  No.rtberp  Securities  CPinpaoy  v.  United 
State?."  The  stockholders  of  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Com- 
pany and  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company,  the  one  incor- 
porated in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  the  Qther  in  tbe  State  of 
]\Jinnesota,  having  Gpmpetjng-  and  parallel  Hne?  ejftendjng  from 
Lake  Superior  to  the  Pacific  Coast,  and  aggregating  ip.pop  miles 
in  leogth, — formed  a  combination  and  devised  the  5Cbeme  of 
organising  a  Ihird  company,  a  "holding"  corporation^  under  the 
JiberaJ  laws  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  for  the  purpose  of  hold- 
ing tiie  shares  of  sjtpcJk  of  both  the  other  companies,  their  stock- 
holders to  .exj^ajj^e  tbejr  shares  for  others,  to  be  issued  by  the 
holding  corporation.  For  the  execution  of  the  scheme,  the  hold- 
ing corporation  was  organized  as  Ihe  Nprtb^j-n  Securities  Com- 
pany, with  capita]  stock  of  J49P,pop,pop,  Jt  became  the  custodian 
of  over  nine-tenths  of  the  stock  of  the  Northern  Paci$c  Railway 
CpmpaJiy^  and  loore  than  three-fourths  of  the  stock  ,of  the  Great 
Northern  Railway  Company,  their  sbarehqlders  receiving  in  ex- 
change shares  of  .$40P,ppp,opp  of  stock  in  the  holding  corpora- 
tion. This  practically  placed  the  control  of  both  rpads  in  the  hands 
of  a  single  company,  and  ,SHb§tituted  one  set  of  stockholders  with 
common  interest,  for  tjvo  sets  of  stockholders  with  rival  interests. 
The  State  of  RJinnesota  instituted  suit  against  the  company,  on 
the  ground  that  tbe  purpose  of  its  organization  was  contrary  to 
the  statutes  of  Minnesota,  prohibiting  the  consolidation  of  parallel 
and  competing  lines  of  railroad.  On  appeal  to  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court,  it  refused  to  assume  jurisdiction,  because  all  the 
necessary  parties  were  not  before  the  court.'^^  Afterward  action 
was  brought  by  the  Ul^^ited  States  in  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  at  St.  Paul,  Jy[innesot,aj'  to  enjoin  the  holding  corporation 
from  exercising  any  control  over  the  other  two  companies,  and  to 
restrain  them  from  submitting  to  such  control,  prom  the  decree 
of  the  Circuit  Court,"  granting  such  injunction,  appeal  bein^ 
taken  to  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  it: 

Held,  that  necessarily  the  constituent  companies,  under  the  ar- 
rangement, ceased  to  be  in  active  competition  for  trade  and  com- 

76  Northern     Securities     Co.    v.  "  Minnesota    v.    jNpFttern     Re- 

united   States    (1904),   193    U.   3-      curities  Co.  (1902),  184  TJ.  S.  189. 
197,  affirming  120  Fed.  721  (1903).  's  United  States  v.  Northern  Se- 

curities Co.   (1903),  120  Fed.  720. 
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merce  along  their  respective  lines,  and  became,  practically,  one 
powerful  consolidated  corporation,  by  the  name  of  a  holding  cor- 
poration, the  principal,  if  not  the  sole,  object  for  the  formation 
of  which  was  to  carry  out  the  purpose  of  the  original  combination,, 
under  which  competition  between  the  constituent  companies  would 
cease. 

Held,  that  the  arrangement  was  an  illegal  combination,  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  commerce,  in  violation  of  the  Anti-trust  act  of 
July  2,  1890,  and  that  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  after  the  completion  of  the  transfer  of  such  stock  to  the 
holding  company,  to  enjoin  it  from  voting 'the  stock,  and  from 
exercising  any  control  whatever  over  the  acts  and  doings  of  the 
railroad  companies,  and  also  to  enjoin  them  from  paying  any 
dividends  to  the  holding  corporation,  on  any  of  their  stock  held 
by  it. 

Held,  that  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  that  act  by  a  federal 
court,  does  not  amount  to  an  invasion,  by  the  federal  govern- 
ment, of  the  reserved  rights  of  the  States  creating  the  several  cor- 
porations. That  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  liberty  of  con- 
tract is  not  infringed  by  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of 
that  act,  and  that  Congress  did  not  exceed  its  powers  under  the 
commerce  clause  of  the  Federal  Courts  in  enacting  that  act.''° 

The  contention  of  the  defendants  was  that  there  had  been  no 
intention  on  their  part  to  interfere  with  trade  between  the  States, 
but  their  purpose  had  been  to  establish  a  better  trade  between 
the  east  and  the  far  west,  and  between  this  country  and  the  orient. 
They  showed  that  the  merger;  had  been  followed  by  an  increased 
trade  with  the  orient  and  that  reduced  transportation  rates  had 
resulted,  as  proof  of  which  it  was  asserted  that  flour  wjis  carried 
from  the  Mississippi  valley  to  China,  a  distance  of  8,000  miles,, 
for  80  cents  a  barrel.  It  further  was  contended  that  the  Securities. 
Company  was  an  investment  company,  not  a  transportation  com- 
pany, and  therefore  did  not  have  power  to  suppress  competition,, 
even  had  it  so  desired.  The  court  held  that  the  contentions  were 
irrelevant  or  untenable.  Its  decree,  however,  did  not  dissolve  the 
Northern  Securities  Company,  but  enjoined  it  from  voting  the 
stock  of  the  two  roads  or  exercising  any  control  over  them. 
Immediately  after  the  rendition  of  the  decision,  the  directors  an- 
nounced their  purpose  of  dissolving  the  company  and  to  distribute 
among  the  stockholders  on  a  pro  rata  basis  the  1,181,242  shares 

79  Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States  (1904),  193  U.  S.  197,. 
affirming  120  Fed.  721  (1903). 
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of  Northern  Pacific  stock.  Harriman  and  his  associates  applied 
to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the  northern  district  of 
New  Jersey,  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  carrying  out  of  that 
plan  so  far  as  concerned  the  712,320  shares  of  Northern  Pacific 
stock,  formerly  held  by  them.  They  asked  that  the  original  shares 
be  returned  instead  of  their  pro  rata  share  in  both  companies. 
The  court  granted  a  preliminary  injunction  tcj  preserve  the  then 
existing  status  of  affairs  pending  the  adjudication  of  the  legal 
questions  involved.  From  this  injunction  of  the  Circuit  Court 
the  Securities  company  took  an  appeal  to  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  third  circuit,  which  reversed  the  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  and  dissolved  the  injunction.  Harriman  there- 
upon applied  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  a  writ  of  certiorari.  The 
Supreme  Court  issued  the  writ,  and  heard  arguments  in  the  case. 
Final  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court. — April  3,  1905,  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  announced  its  final*  decision :  That  the 
transfer  of  stock  to  the  Northern  Securities  Company  by  Har- 
riman and  associates  was  not  a  deposit,  but  was  an  absolute  and 
•unconditional  sale  and  purchase.  They  cannot  reclaim  the  specific 
shares,  but  must  be  content  with  their  ratable  proportion  of  the 
corporate  assets.  The  Nortliern  Pacific  System,  in  connection 
with  the  Burlington,  is  competitive  with  the  Union  Pacific  Sys- 
tem ;  and  the  decree,  sought  by  the  complainants,  would  not  only 
be  in  itself  inequitable,  but  would  tend  to  smother  that  competi- 
tion, and  directly  contravene  the  object  of  the  Sherman  law,  and 
the  purposes  of  the  government  suit  in  this  case.  The  complain- 
ants seek  the  return  of  the  property  delivered  to  the  Securities 
Company,  on  the  ground  of  illegality  of  the  contract,  but  no  con- 
siderations of  equity  justice,  or  public  policy,  would  justify  this 
court  in  relaxing  the  rigor  of  the  rule  which  bars  a  recovery. 

§  957d.  "Comniunity  of  interest."  "Gentlemen's  agree- 
ment."— After  consideration  of  the  -decision  in  the  Northern, 
Securities  Case,  that  scheme  of  a  "holding"  corporation  was 
abandoned  and  the  original  "community  of  interest,"  or,  "gentle- 
men's agreement"  plan  has  been  readopted  by  the  syndicates, — to 
bring  about  the  same  results,  if  Congress  will  legalize  railroad 
pools.  The  so-called  "gentlemen's  agreement"  was  originally 
adopted  in  1888,  when  railroad  competition  was  so  strong  that  it 
was  impossible  to  maintain  paying  rates,  and  rate  wars  were  fre- 
quent. By  this  agreement  capitalists  pledged  themselves  to  fur- 
so  Chesapeake,  etc.  Co.  v.  United  States,  115  Fed.  610,  affirming  105 
Fed.   93. 
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nish  no  more  capital  to  independent  parties  for  the  construction' 
of  n^w  roads ;  and  the  railroad  presidents  agreed  to  discharge  any 
official  who  should  cut  a  rate.  Then  construction  of  new  lines 
ceased.  The  readoption  of  the  community  of  interest  plan,  has 
brought  a  notable  and  regrettable  change  in  the  method  of  g'overn- 
metit  of  the  great  corporations.  Originally  the  boards  6f  directors 
actually  directed.  Now  they  delegate  their  powers  to  small  com- 
mittees, and  they  turn  over  all  control  to  one  man,  the  chairman. 
The  directors  abdicate  their  functions  and  the  one  man  power  is 
supreme.  It  remains  to  be  seen  whether  a  remedy  will  be  in  re- 
quirement by  Congress  of  federal  license  in  the  case  of  corpora- 
tions engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  as  is  proposed, — a  system 
of  management  that  is  similar  to  the  management  of  national 
banks.  Of  unlawful  combinations  under  "gentlemen's  agree- 
rnents,"  it  has  been  well  said  that,  "mutuality  in  the  under- 
standing may  be  secured  without  any  express  agreement  and  with- 
out a  spbken  or  written  word  between  the  conspirators,  or  a  meet- 
in_g  of  the  members  of  the  combine,  or  their  even  knowing  each 
other,  or  the  precise  thing  to  be  accomplished,  or  the  plans  for  its 
accomplishment,  either  in  a  general  way  or  in  detail,  being  dis- 
tinctly stated  by  any  member  of  the  Combine  to  any  other  member. 
If  there  is  a  meeting  of  ftiinds,  brought  about  in  any  way  to  ac- 
complish a  common  purpose,  the  essentials  of  guilty  combination 
are  all  satisfied."  The  "trusts"  mainstays  are  the  "gentlemen's 
agreement,"  and  the  holding  corporation.  The  transferer  of  stock 
of  competing  railroad  companies  to  a  holding  corporation,  where 
such  holding  is  held  illegal  can  not,  nor  can  his  assignee,  recover 
the  stock  in  the  railroad  companies,  on  the  ground  of  illegality  in 
the  transfer,'^  he  having  been  a  conspirator  in  the  transfer. 

InjimcHon.^^A  "holding"  corporation  will  be  restrained  from 
abusing  its  ownership  of  the  majority  of  the  stock  of  another 
corporation,  by  mismanagement  of  its  affairs,  to  the  end  of  para- 
lyzing its  powers  in  order  to  depreciate  the  value  of  the  minority 
shares  and  buy  up  the  remainder  at  an  inadequate  price.*''  Such 
wrecking  Or  freezing-out  processes  are  among  the  fraudulent 
methods  of  the  holding  corporation  to  accomplish  its  purpose.  A 
corporation  to  save  itself  loss,  may  acquire  the  stock  of  another 
corporation,  as  in  the  collection  of  a  debt,  or  otherwise  with  intent 
to  dispose  of  the  stock  within  reasonable  time;  but  it  has  no 

81  Continental  Securities,  ett.  Co.  York,  etc.,  150  N.  Y.  410,  34  L.  R. 
V.  Northern  Securities,  etc.  Co.  ;  A.  76,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  689;  George 
(N.  J.  Eq.  1904),  57  Atl.  876.  v.  Central,  etc.  Co.,  101  Ala.  607, 

82  Farmers'  U  &  T.  Co.  v.  New  14  South.  752. 
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authority  to  expend  a  part  of  its  assets  in  the  purchase,  in  open 
market  of  the  stoek  of  another  corporation,  without  express 
power  ■conferred  to  do  so.  It  can  not  acq.uire  the  stock  of  any 
other  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  it.*'  But,,  where 
authority  is  expressly  given  in  its  charter,  to  purchase  and  hold 
stock,  of  other  corporations,  such  "holding"  corporation  enjoys 
the  same  privileges,  and  is  subject  to  the  same  liabilities  as  a  na- 
tural person  holding  stock.  It  may  vote  such  stock  at  all  meet- 
ings of  stockholders/* 

§  957e..  Liability  for  damage  resulting  from  unlawful  com- 
bination. Any  person  who  is  a  member  of  an  unlawful  com- 
bination or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce, 
in  violation  of  the  Anti-trust  act  of  Congress  of  1902,  is  liable^ 
under  the  6th  Section,  as  defendant  for  any  resulting  damage 
to  the  business,  or  property  of  the  plaintiff,  regardless  of  any  direct 
contract  relations  between  plaintiff  and  defendant.*'  "Any  person 
who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other 
person  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  un- 
lawful by  this  act  may  sue  therefor  in  any  Circuit  Court  in  the 
United  States  district  in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found, 
without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  recover 
threefold  damages  by  him  sustained  and  the  costs  of  the  suit." 
Where  a  by-law  of  an  association  of  granite  manufacturers  pro- 
vided that  a  member  dealing  with  any  manufacturer  not  a  member 
of  the  association  should  for  each  transaction  contribute  to  the 
association  from  $1  to  $500,  and  the  business  of  a  member  was 
ruined  by  such  fines  of  ten  dollars  to  one  hundred  dollars  im- 
posed, the  defendants  were  held  liable,  such  means  of  coercion 
by  fines  being  illegal,  though  the  purpose  of  the  association  was 
competition,  and  not  illegal.*' 

§957f.  The  Chicago  Beef  and  Cattle  Trust.— The  first 
trust  prosecution  by  the  federal  government  was  in  the  spring  of 
1902,  when  in  an  action  brought  under  the  Sherman  act  of  1890, 
a  temporary  injunction  was  issued  by  Judge  Grossup  of  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  at  Chicago  against  defendants,  seven 


83  De  La  Virgne  Co.  v.  German,  ville,  etc.,   91   Fed.   299;    Market, 

etc.  Inst.,  175  U.  S.  40;  Rogers  v.  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hellman,  109  Cal. 

Nashville,    etc.    Ry.    Co.,    91   Fed.  571. 

299.                  ■  85  People  v.  Chicago  G.  T.  Co., 

•    8*  National  Bank  v.  Cave,  99  U.  130  111.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  497. 

S.  628;  Davis  v.  United  States,  etc.  so  Oregon,  etc.  Co.  v.  Oregonlan 

Co.,  77  Md.  35;,  Rogers  v.  Nash-  Ry.  Co.,  130  U.  S.  1. 
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named  beef-pacl<ing  companies.  Defendant's  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled by  the  court,  and  the  injunction  made  permanent  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1903,  restraining  defendants  from  continuing  their  alleged 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,^^  and  defendants  appealed  to  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court.  The  attorney-general  of  the 
United  States,  in  his  bill  of  complaint,  among  other  things  charged 
defendants  with  "having  their  purchasing  agents  refrain  from  bid- 
ding against  each  other,  with  bidding  prices  up  temporarily  to 
induce  large  shipments,  and  then  ceasing  to  bid  in  order  to  ob- 
tain stock  at  low  prices ;  with  agreeing  on  prices  at  which  the 
dressed  meats  shall  be  sold  to  the  consumer ;  with  conspiring  with 
railroads  for  rebates,  and  other  discriminations."  It  was  alleged 
that  the  traffic  in  live  stock  transported  from  State  to  State  co^n- 
stituted  interstate  commerce  and  that  the  packing  combine  was 
therefore  in  restraint  of  commerce  between  the  States.  "Persons 
owning  live  stock  and  living  in  other  States  and  territories  than 
those  where  the  stockyards  are  situated  were  accustomed  to  setid 
such  stock  to  the  various  stockyards  named  for  the  purpose  of 
sale  there.  The  defendants,  who  were  severally  engaged  in  the 
business  of  buying  such  live  stock,  for  the  purpose  of  slaughter- 
ing and  converting  it  into  fresh  meat,  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  each  other  to  refrain  from  bidding  against  each  other,  ex- 
cept colorably,  in  the  purchase  of  such  live  stock,  with  the  pur- 
pose and  result  of  suppressing  all  competition  in  such  purchases." 

How  packers  control  prices. — "Controlling  60  per  cent  of  the 
fresh  meat  industry  of  the  whole  country,  they  sit  down  at  their 
slaughtering  and  packing  establishments  and,  with  the  aid  of  the 
telegraph,  through  the  instrumentality  of  countless  agents  and 
attorneys  spread  throtighout  the  country,  clothing  their  transac- 
tions and  sheltering  their  misconduct  by  ciphers  and  secret  codes, 
lower  or  raise,  and  when  thus  lowered  or  raised  fix  and  maintain 
absolutely,  as  among  themselves,  the  price  of  every  pound  of 
one  of  the  great  necessities  of  life  as  it  enters  and  follows  the 
channels  of  interstate  commerce.  That  the  defendants  are  all 
engaged  in  the  common,  effort  to  obtain  unlawful  rates,  which 
they  subsequently  share  or  pool  among  themselves,  and  that  their 
scheme  contemplates  not  only  the  pooling  of  these  unlawful  rates, 
but  the  exclusion  of  all  outside  competitors  from  obtaining  them." 

Packers  ftx  prices. — "That  the  defendants  have  combined  and 
conspired  arbitrarily  to  raise,  lower,  and  fix  prices  of  fresh  meat 

87  United  States  v.  Swift  et  al.  (1903),  U.  S.  Circuit  Court. 
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and  to  keep  them  uniform  as  among  themselves.  That  this  con- 
spiracy is  rendered  effective  by  periodical  secret  meetings 
throughout  the  country  by  the  agents  and  attorneys  of  the  de- 
fendants; that  at  such  meetings  uniform  prices  are  agreed  upon, 
and  due  notice  is  given  of  the  prices  so  agreed  upon,  and  that 
the  defendants  adhere  to  the  prices  thus  fixed." 

Trap  for  stock  shippers. — That  "in  pursuance  of  conspiracy 
among  themselves  their  agents  bid  up  the  price  of  live  stock  at 
certain  selected  times  to  an  abnormal  point,  naturally  inducing 
the  shipment  from  other  States  of  live  stock  to  the  points  where 
the  price  is  bid  up  in  quantities  much  larger  than  under  condi- 
tions. That  then,  taking  advantage  of  this  congestion  of  the 
markets,  they  refrain  from  bidding  against  each  other  in  the  pur- 
chase of  live  stock,  with  the  result  that  the  producers  and  owners 
of  the  stock  are  forced  to  sell  at  ruinous  prices.  Thus,  the  un- 
lawful conspiracy  to  refrain  from  bidding  against  each  other, 
being  made  doubly  profitable,  and  the  great  profits  which  come 
from  the  transaction,  in  turn  increasing  the  power  of  the  com- 
bination, tends  to  fasten  upon  the  people  a  monopoly.  The  con- 
spiracy in  this  case  is  ancillary  to  the  conspiracy  to  refrain  from 
bidding  and  to  the  creation  of  the  monopoly  which  this  whole 
case  discloses." 

Curtail  meat  shipments. — That  "for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the 
raising,  lowering,  fixing,  and  maintaining  of  uniform  prices  for 
fresh  meat,  the  defendants  collusively  restrict  and  curtail  ship- 
ments of  meats  to  the  various  markets  throughout  the  country. 
The  word  'collusively,'  fairly  interpreted,  means  that  they  cur- 
tailed shipments  by  agreements  with  each  other ;  that  penalties  are 
imposed  against  each  other  by  defendants  for  all  deviations  from 
the  prices  fixed." 

Rule  for  giving  credits. — That  "they  will  not  allow  themselves 
even  to  compete  for  the  term  of  credit  which  may  be  given  to 
their  respettive  customers.  That  no  purchaser  may  go  from  one 
to  another  of  these  defendants  and  obtain  the  advantage  of  a 
single  dcty's  delay  in  the  shipment  of  his  bill.  That  the  same  pur- 
pose is  behind  the  agreement  to  make  and  impose  uniform  charges 
for  cartage.  The  price  of  the  meat  being  uniform,  and  the  terms 
to  credit  uniform,  even  the  rates  of  cartage  are  uniform." 

Three  points  in  argument. — ^United  States  Attorney  General 
Moody,  before  the  Supreme  Courts,  presented  as  his  three  points 
of  argument,  that  the  packers  received  unlawful  rebates  from  the 
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railroads  which  enabled  the  former  to  build  up  a  great  monopoly ; 
that  they  absolutely  throttled  competition  in  the  matter  of  the 
purchase  of  beef  on  the  hoof ;  that  "they  not  only  controlled  the 
market  for  dressed  beef  and  other  products,  but  they  declined  to 
compete  against  each  other  in  the  markets  of  the  country."  As 
to  the  illegal  acts  charged  to  the  packers,  he  cited  that  "they  make 
and  impose  uniform  prices  for  cartage,  that  th^  price  of  the  meat 
is  uniform,  that  the  terms  of  credit  are  uniform,  that  to  make 
railroad  rates  uniform  they  pwDol  their  rebates,  and  that  they  im- 
pose uniform  penalties  upon  themselves  for  violating  any  of  the 
terms  of  their  agreements." 

Anti-Competitive  pact. — "An  agreement  having  been  thus  clearly 
alleged,  he  said  the  question  arose  as  to  whether  the  agreement 
relates  to  interstate  commerce  and  proceeded  to  argue  that  prop- 
osition, saying  that  the  same  sort  of  bargain  is  made  for  cattle 
produced  and  owned  within  the  State  of  sale  as  for  cattle  produced 
and  owned  in  another  State  and  sent  to  the  "locus"  of  the  transac- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  sale  there.  The  interstate  character  of  the 
transaction,  he  said,  where  an  owner  of  a  commodity  living  in 
one  State  ships  it  to  another,  continues  from  the  beginning  of 
the  shipment  to  and  including  the  sale  of  the  comniodity,  if  it  has 
not  lost  its  identity  by  the  breaking  of  the  original  package  in, 
which  it  had  been  imported."  Quoting  from  opinion  of  the  court, 
he  said  it  was  clearly  established  by  the  case  in  point  that  the 
"sale  by  the  owner,  or  his'  agent,  of  commodities  imported  or  to 
be  imported  from  another  State  to  the  place  of  sale  in  the  original 
package,"  is  an  act  of  interstate  commerce  and  the  owner,  or  his 
agent,  taking  part  as  vendor,  is  engaged  in  transacting  interstate 
commerce." 

Original  package  contention. — "It  is  contended  that  the  unload- 
ing of  the  cattle  from  the  cars  in  which  they  are  transported  and 
their  disposition  in  the  various  pens  in  the  stock  yards  constitute 
a  breaking  of  the  original  package  and  a  commingling  of  the 
property  with  the  domestic  property  of  the  State,  to  such  an 
extent  that  the  purchase  and  sale  of  them  are  domestic  commerce. 
It  is  difficult  to  treat  this  contention  seriously.  H  the  original 
package  conception  has  any  relevancy  to  this  discussion,  surely  it 
must  be  that  the  packages  which  nature  itself  has  made  are  the 
original  packages.  The  two  parties  to  the  transaction,  the  buyer 
and  the  seller,  when  they  agree  upon  the  contract  of  sale,  are 
effecting  an  interstate  transaction.     When  all,  or  substantially  all. 
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of  the  buyers  in  this  interstate  market  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  respect  to  their  conduct  in  making  purchases,  the  agreement 
thus  entered  into  relates  to  interstate  commerce." 

Interstate  comtnerce.~"Th&^e  defendants  are  engaged  in  in- 
terstate commerce.  The  petition  shows  a  typical  case  of  inter- 
state commerce.  If  the  business  which  they  do,  exclusive  of  man- 
ufacture, is  not  interstate  commerce,  thei-e  can  be  no  such  thing 
outside  of  transportation.  They  buy  their  raw  material,  which 
is  gathered  together  from  all  the  cattle  raising  States  and  terri- 
tories of  the  union,  and  sent  to  the  great  live  stock  markets  of 
the  country.  After  they  have  transformed  that  material  into 
the  finished  product,  they  sell  it  throughout  the  United  States." 

Combination  aims  at  competition.~"The  combination,  which 
they  have  entered  into,  is  designed  to  restrain  all  their  business 
transactions,  exclusive  of  manufacture,  by  the  suppression  of  all 
competition  therein,  both  in  their  purchases  and  their  sales,  by 
the  fixing  and  maintaining  of  uniform  prices  for  their  product, 
and,  so  far  as  possible,  uniform  prices  for  their  raw  material ; 
and  by  obtaining  such  unlawful  advantages  as  tend  to  create  a 
monopoly  in  a  necessity  of  life.  They  can  not  be  permitted  in- 
geniously to  separate  the  various  steps  of  their  undertaking  and 
so  deal  with  them  that  they  can  be  regarded  as  intrastate  transac- 
tions. It  is  not  the  less  interstate  commerce  because  the  manu- 
facturer in  one  State,  instead  of  taking  his  product  into  another 
State  fot  purposes  of  sale  and  there  selling  it,  sees  fit  to  transport 
it  to  a  resident  agent  for  the  same  purpose  and  with  the  same 
result."  On  January  30,  1905,  the  Supreme  Court  gave  its  unani- 
mous decision.  It  sustained  the  injunction  against  the  packers, 
granted  by  the  lower  court.**  It  held '  that  traffic  in  live  stock  trans- 
ported from  State  to  State  is  interstate  commerce,  and  persons  en- 
gaged in  buying  and  selling  such  live  stock  are  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce.  The  combination  between  dealers  to  suppress  all 
competition  in  the  purchase  of  live  stock  is  an  unlawful  restraint  of 
trade.  The  combination  between  dealers  to  fix  and  maintain  a 
uniform  price  in  the  sale  of  meat  throughout  the  country  is  an 
unlawful  restraint  of  trade.  The  combination  of  dealers  to  ob- 
tain preferential  railroad  rates  is  an  unlawful  restraint  of  trade. 
All  combinations  suppressing  competition  between  independent 
dealers  fall  under  the  prohibition  of  the  Sherman  Anti-trust  act. 
The  court  holds  that  while  the  various  individual  acts  which  the 
8s  United  States  v.  Swift  et  al.,  V.  S.  Sup.  Ct.,  Jan.,  190S. 
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packeirs  .pexforraed  in  pursuance  of  their  combination  may  not 
haye  been  unlawful,  these  acts  "were  bound  together  as  parts 
of  a  single  plan"  of  which  the  purpose  was  unlawful.  In  the 
purchase,  shipment  and  sale  of  cattle  they  were  engaged  in  a 
transaction  covering  several  States — "a.  current  of  commerce 
among  the  States,"  to  quote  the  court.  An  agreement  among 
them  to  restrain  or  control  this  current  for  the  purpose  of  monop- 
olizing commerce  is  thus  necessarily  an  attempt  to  restrain  inter- 
state commerce.  The  combination  may  directly  restrain  com- 
merce in  a  single  State,  "but  its  effect  upon  commerce  among  the 
States  is  not  accident,  secondary,  remote  or  merely  probable." 

Prasecution.  Indictments  by  the  federal  grand  jury. — In 
March  following  this  decision,  and  under  orders  from  the  Presi- 
dent, the  United  States  District  Attorney  of  the  Federal  Circuit 
Ccrurt  at  Chicago,  called  the  grand  jury  into  session.  It  began 
investigation,  continuing  three  months  until  July  i,  1905,  result- 
ing in  return  of  indictments  of  five  beef  packing  corporations, 
and  twenty  of  their  principal  officials,  charging  unlawful  con- 
spiracy to  increase  the  cost  of  meat  to  the  consumer, — in  viola- 
tion of  the  anti-trust  laws  of-  Congress ;  also  indictments  of  four 
representatives  of  another  packing  corporation  for  violation  of 
the  Federal  laws  prohibiting  the  acceptance  of  secret  rebates  from 
rates  to  the  public. 

These  indictments  charge  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  in  cattle 
aond  beef  and  the  by-products,  and  to  monopolize  illegally  their 
purchase  and  sale.  The  different  counts  charge  prevention  of 
comi)etition  in  the  purchase  of  catttle,  by  requiring  of  the  pur- 
chasing agents  of  the  several  companies,  that  they  refrain  from 
bidding  against  one  another;  and  further  charge  prevention  of 
competition  in  the  sale  of  beef  and  its  by-products,  by  agreements 
among  defendant  companies  and  officers,  to  fix  prices,  greatly  in 
excess  of  those  which  would  have  prevailed  in  the  market,  but 
for  the  alleged  conspiracy;  and  further  charge  agreements  to 
restrict  the  quantities  of  beef,  on  sale, — whenever  such  restric- 
tion is  necessary  to  maintain  excessive  prices ;  and  further  charge 
conspiracy  of  defendant  corporations,  and  other  packing  compa- 
nies, by  transfer  of  their  capital  stock  and  property  to  the  Na- 
tional Packing  Company,  by  themselves  incorporated,  and  by 
them  as  stockholders  and  officers  controlled  in  a  way  to  destroy 
the  competition  pre-existent  among  defendant  corporations,  and 
by  these  devices  to  monopolize  trade  in  cattle  and  beef  and  by- 
products, with  the  result  of  restraining  the  free  growth  of  com- 
merce among  the  states  and  with  foreign  nations. 
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The  indictments  further  charge  incorporation  by  defendants  of 
many  subsidiary  companies,  to  act  illegally  as  agents  of  the  said 
National  Packing  Company,  in  fixing  excessive  prices,  and  in 
destroying  competition  in  the  sale  of  lard,  sausage  and  numerous- 
other  by-products  of  cattle  and  beef;  and  charge  tliat  by  these 
many  devices  defendants  unlawfully  control  and  dictate  the  prices, 
of  the  largest  part  of  the  meat  supplied  to  the  world. 

§  957g-  The  Tobacco  Trust. — Representative  Kehoe,  of 
Kentucky,  in  introducing  a  resolution  in  the  House  of  Represen- 
tatives in  January,  1905,  requesting  that  the  secretary  of  commerce 
and  labor  investigate  the  causes  of  the  low  price  of  leaf  tobacco 
in  the  United  States,  said:  "The  conditions  are  identical  with 
those  in  the  oil  country  in  Kansas  and  the  far  west.  The  trust 
absolutely  controls  the  market  for  tobacco  in  the  United  States 
and  Europe,  and  the  sufiEerers  are  the  original  producers,  even 
more  than  the  consumers.  The  trust  has  driven  men  from  busi- 
ness and  ruined  them  financially,  until  now  the  farmers  are  re- 
ceiving only  one-half  or  one-third  as  much  for  their  tobacco  as 
♦■.hey  did  before  the  trust  was  organized.  Only  a  few  years  agO' 
there  were  at  least  100  tobacco  warehouses  in  Louisville  and 
Cincinnati  which  handled  the  crop  from  Ohio,  Kentucky,  and 
Tennessee  Since  the  trust  came  into  existence  and  extended  its- 
operations,  these  warehouses  have  been  shut  up  and  their  owners 
have  been  driven  out  of  business.  When  the  tobacco  was  sold 
by  ordinary  commission  merchants  the  planters  received  from  15 
to  20  cents  a  pound  for  it.  Since  the  trust  drove  the  commission 
men  out  of  business,  the  farmers  get  only  5  or  6  cents  a  pound, 
although  the  cost  of  production  is  as  great  and  the  cost  of  the 
finished  product  made  by  the  trust  has  been  increased.  This  low 
rate  for  leaf  tobacco  scarcely  pays  for  the  cost  of  production  and 
leaves  nothing  at  all  in  the  way  of  profits  for  the  fanner.  They 
can  not  earn  interest  on  the  value  of  their  plantations  and  their 
livelihood  is  gone  from  them  so  far  as  tobacco  is  concerned.  In 
order  to  protect  themselves  against  the  operations  of  the  trust 
the  farmers  organized  what  they  called  the  Burley  Tobacco  asso- 
ciation. After  the  farmers  organized,  the  officers  of  their  as- 
sociation went  to  New  York  to  get  money.  They  received  assur- 
ances that  $10,000,000  would  be  loaned  on  condition  that  the 
growers  should  raise  $500,000  themselves  and  secure  control  of 
at  least  75  per  cent  of  the  Burley  tobacco  product.  Representa- 
tives of  the  farmers  came  back  to  the  plug  tobacco  section,  raised 
$500,000  and  secured  control  of  80  per  cent  of  the  entire  crop. 
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which  in  its  unmanufactured  state  was  worth  about  $20,ocx),ooo. 
IMeanwhile  the  trust  had  been  exerting  in  New  York  its  great 
financial  influence  in  conducting  its  operations,  exactly  as  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  does.  When  representatives  of  the  farm- 
ers went  back  to  New  York  they  could  not  get  a  cent,  although 
their  crop  as  it  stood  was  worth  twice  the  $10,000,000  which  had 
been  promised  them." 

Growers  at  mercy  of  trust.-~-" As  a  result  the  tobacco  growers, 
in  spite  of  their  association,  were  unable  to  manufacture  their 
product,  and  they  are  today  at  the  mercy  of  the  trust.  Tlie}'  will 
be  forced  to  sell  their  tobacco  to  the  great  corporation  at  5  or  6 
cents  a  pound.  There  are  no  -other  buyers,  no  commission  men, 
no  warehouses  except  those  controlled  by  the  trust,  and  the  farm- 
ers are  compelled  to  sell  their  product  to  the  trust  or  let  it  perish. 
The  tobacco  trust,  like  the  oil  trust  and  the  beef  trust,  has  de- 
pressed the  price  of  raw  material,  increased  tbe  market  rates  for 
finished  product,  and  is  crushing  both  consumer  and  producer, 
because  it  controls  every  avenue  of  manufacturing  and  of  dis- 
tribution, preventing  competition  by  use  of  its  vast  financial  re- 
sources, and  forcing  ihe  farmer  and  retailer  alike  to  deal  with 
the  trust  or  go  out  of  business." 

§  957h.  The  Paper  Trust.— Proceedings  begun  are  pending 
against  the  General  Paper  Company  and  twenty-five  other  paper 
manufacturers,  made  defendants  in  a  petition  filed  December, 
I,  1904,  by  Att-omey  General  Moody  in  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  injunction  to  restrain  defendants  from  doing  business 
in  violation  of  the  Anti-trust  law  of  Congress,  charging  that  de- 
fendants have  entered  into  a  conspiracy  to  control  the  output,  dis- 
tribution and  price  of  print  paper  by  using  the  General  Paper 
Company  as  their  sales  agent;  that  competition  has  practicallj- 
ceased  because  of  this  combine,  and  that  the  price,  particularly  oi 
print  paper,  has  thereby  been  advanced  ten  to  fifteen  per  cent, 
the  trust  owning  or  controlling  a  large  part  of  the  timber  in  this 
country  available  for  paper  manufacture,  and  the  present  duty  on 
wood  pulp  making  it  impossible  for  independant  manufacturers  to 
buy  abroad. 

§  9S7J-  Traffic  contracts  between  connecting  railroads,  are 
not  contrary  to  the  anti-trust  laws. — It  is  everywhere  in  the 
United  States  accepted  that  traffic  agreements  may  be  made  be- 
tween railroad  corporations  and  connecting  railroads  and  steam- 
boat lines,  for  carriage  beyond  their  lines,  and  for  division  of 


%   957A.J  "  TRUSTS  "    AND   MONOPOLIES.  1^:71 

'fares  and  freight  charges,*"  Jjut  such  contracts  must  not  give  the 
other  company  control,  or  extensive  powers  over  its  road  to  the 
extent  of  a  transfer  of  its  property  and  franchise  to  another  cor- 
poration, or  to  prevent  that  service  to  the  public  under  its  own 
corporate  management  which  was  contemplated  in  the  contractor's 
charter."" 

§  957^.  "Pools,"  combinations  between  competing  parallel 
railroads  Interstate  commerce  law. — Any  unauthorized  con- 
tract between  parallel  and  competing  railway  corporations  to  pre- 
vent competition,  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  void."^  As,  for 
one  railroad  company  to  purchase  the  stock  of  another,  for  con- 
trol over  it,  in  order  to  prevent  competition  with  it."^  And  a 
contract  of  a  railway  company  to  give  an  express  company  ex- 
clusive privileges  over  its  line;  and  a  contract  is  void,  wherein 
a  railroad  company  agrees  to  locate  a  station  at  a  certain  point 
on  its  line,  and  not  to  establish  any  other  station  in  the  same 
vicinity."^  It  is  said  that  an  arrangement  by  which  two  com- 
peting systems  of  railroads  agree  to  divide  their  earnings  for  traf- 
fic between  given  points,  for  which  they  were  previously  com- 
petitors, is  against  public  interest,  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
can  not  be  judicially  enforced.  But  in  disposing  of  these  cases, 
courts  will  not  decree  the  nullity  of  the  contract  sought  to  be  en- 
forced. They  simply  abstain  from  dealing  with  it,  or  adjudicating 
any  rights  arising  thereunder,  or  giving  their  aid  for  the  division 

89  St.  Louis  Ry.  Co.  v.  Lamed,  »»  State  v.  Hartford,  etc.  Co.,  29 

103  111.  293;  Railway  Co.  v.  Pratt,  Conn.   53S. 

22  Wall.   (89  U.  S.)  123;  Wlieeler  »i  Gulf,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  State.  72 

V.  San  Francisco,  etc.  Co.,  31  Cal.  Tex.  404,  1  L.  R.  A.  849,  13  Am.  St. 

46,  89  Am.  Dec.  147;  Kyle  v.  Laur-  Rep.  815;   Stewart  v.  Erie  Trans, 

ens  Ry.  Co.,  10  Rich.  L.    (S.  C.)  Co.,  17  Minn.  372;    Hartford,  etc. 

382,  70  Am.  Dec.  231;   Stewart  v.  Co.  v.  N.  Y.,  etc.  Co.,  3  Rob.   (N. 

Erie    Trans.    Co.,    17    Minn.    372;  Y.)  411;   United  States  v.  Freight 

Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Assn.,  166  TJ.  S.  290. 

Ry.    Co.,    73    Mo.    389;     Olcott    v.  92  Ohio,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.   Indian- 

Tioga  Ry.   Co.,   27  N.   Y.   546,   75  apolis,  etc.  Co.,  5  Am.  Law  Reg. 

Am.  Dec.  373;  Munhall  v.  Pennsyl-  (N.  S.)    733. 

vanla    Ry.    Co.,    92    Pa.    St.    150;  °3  Mobile,  etc.  Co.  v.  People,  132 

Shawmut  Bank  v.  Plattsburg,  etc.  111.  559;  Fuller  v.  Dame,  18  Pick. 

Co.,  31  Vt.  491;  Green  Bay,  etc.  R.  (Mass.)    472;    Texas,    etc.    Co.    v. 

Co.  V.  Union   Steamboat  Co.,   107  Robards,  60  Tex.  545,  48  Am.  Rep. 

U.  S.  98;  Rutland,  etc.  Co.  v.  Proc-  268;    St.  Joe,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ryan,  11 

tor,  29  Vt.  93;  Railway  Companies  Kan.  602,  15  Am.  Rep.  357;  Cleve- 

V.  Keokuk  Bridge  Co.,   131  U.   S.  land,  etc.  Co.  v.  Coburn,  91   Ind. 

371;  BuflBt  v.  Troy,  etc.  Co.,  40  N.  557;    Workman    v.    Campbell,    46 

Y.  168;   Parish  v.  Wheeler,  22  N.  Mo.  305;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hend- 

Y.  494.  rie,  49  Iowa,  402,  31  Am.  Rep.  153. 
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of  profits,  although  ascertained  between  the  parties  thereto.'^  So 
also,  where  the' proprietors  of  several  lines  of  canal  boats  agreed 
to  establish  fixed  rates  of  freight  and  passage  for  a  certain  season, 
and  to  divide  the  net  earnings  among  themselves  according  to 
fixed  rules,  the  attempt  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties  to  enforce 
the  agreement  against  a  recalcitrant  member  of  the  combination 
was  discountenanced.''  But  pooling  agreements  between  rail- 
ways have  been  sustained  as  not  being  partnerships ;"'  and  that 
a  contract  between  rival  and  competing  railway  companies,  made 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  competition,  but  not  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  the  prices  of  transportation  above  a  reasonable  standard, 
is  not  void  as  against  public  policy.^''     So  also,  it  is  held  that  an 


94  Texas  &  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  (La. 
1889),  7  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  184, 
where  the  court  said  "We  have 
been  at  great  pains,  and  have  de- 
voted long  and  tedious  labor,  to  ex- 
amine all  the  authorities,  consist- 
ing mainly  of  decisions  rendered 
on  the  point  by  courts  of  last  re- 
sort in  this  country,  which  were 
submitted  to  us  by  counsel  in  the 
case,  and  we  reach  the  conclusion 
that  American  jurisprudence  has 
firmly  settled  the  doctrine  that  all 
contracts  which  have  a  palpable 
tendency  to  stifle  competition, 
either  in  the  market  value  of  com- 
modities or  in  the  carriage  or 
transportation  of  such  commodi- 
ties, are  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  are  therefore  incapable  of  con- 
ferring upon  the  parties  thereto 
any  rights  which  a  court  of  jus- 
tice can  recognize  or  enforce." 
The  doctrine  finds  additional  sup- 
port and  sanction  from  the  follow- 
ing authorities:  Gibbs  v.  Gas  Co., 
130  U.  S.  408,  in, which  the  court 
said:  "Hence,  while  it  is  justly 
urged  that  those  rules  which  say 
that  a  given  contract  is  against 
public  policy  should  not  be  arbi- 
trarily extended  so  a?  to  interfere 
with  freedom  of  contract,  .  .  . 
yet,  in  the  instance  of  business  of 
such  character  that  it  presuma- 
bly can  not  be  restrained  to  any 
extent  whatever  without  prejudice 


to  the  public  interest,  courts  de- 
cline to  enforce  or  sustain  con- 
tracts imposing  such  restraint, 
however  partial,  because  in  con- 
travention of  public  policy."  See, 
also.  Iron  Co.  v.  Extension  Co., 
129  U.  S.  644;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co. 
V.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St.  173; 
Arnot  V.  Pittston  &  E.  Coal  Co.,  68 
N.  Y.  558;  Craft  v.  McConoughy, 
79  111.  346;  Morrill  v.  Railroad  Co., 

55  N.  H.  537;   Jackson  v.  McLean, 

56  Fed.  Rep.  213;  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Hayes,  18  Pac.  Rep.  392;  Hamil- 
ton's Note  to  Denver  &  N.  O.  R. 
Co.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(1883),  15  Fed.  Rep.  667.  In 
Cleveland,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Closer 
(Ind.  1890),  43  Alb.  L.  J.  209,  the 
court  said:  "We  are  not  required 
to  decide,  nor  do  we  decide,  that 
combinations  fair  to  the  public, 
untainted  by  any  sinister  design, 
and  formed  solely  to  prevent  the 
destruction  of  business  by  unreg- 
ulated competition,  may  not  be 
valid." 

95  Hooker  v.  Vanderwater.  4 
Denio,  349. 

96  Briggs  V.  Vanderbilt,  19  Barb. 
222;  Pratt  v.  Ogdensburg  &  L.  C. 
R.  Co.,  102  Mass.  557;  Hot  Springs 
R.  Co.  V.  Trippe,  42  Ark.  465,  48 
Am.  Rep.  65;  Converse  v.  Norwich 
&  N.  Y.  Trans.  Co.,  33  Conn.  166. 

97  Manchester  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Con- 
cord R.  Co.  (1890),  66  N.  H.  100. 
20  Atl.  Rep.  383.     Gf.  Wood's  Ry. 
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agreement  entered  into  by  a  telegraph  company  to  divide  earnings 
and  expenses  .with  another  company,  is  neither  ultra  vires  nor 
against  public  policy,  especially  where  approved  by  a  majority  of 
directors  and  stockholders.^^  In  England,  if  the  public  interests 
are  not  prejudiced  thereby,  companies  having  the  same  termini 
may,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  competition,  validly  fornj  a 
pool  and  distribute  traffic  and  earnings  among  themselves  propor- 
tionally.'^  Railroad  pooling  contracts  are  declared  to  be  contrary 
to  the  Anti-trust  act  of  Congress  of  1890.^  The  act  applies  only, 
so  far  as  interstate '  and  international  trade  is  affected.^  For  ex- 
ample, it  authorizes  a  bill  to  enjoin  arbitrary  regulation  of  retail 
prices  by  combination  of  dealers  importing  coal  into  a  city  from 
another  State.^  Injunction  is  authorized  only  on  the  part  of  the 
government.*  A  combination  of  shingle  manufacturers  to  close 
the  mills  of  some  of  its  members,  to  increase  prices,  and  reduce 
production  of  shingles,  where  shipped  from  one  State  into  another 


Law,  590-600;  Morrill  v.  Boston, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  55  N.  H.  531,  appar- 
ently contra,  was  decided  under 
a  statute  prohibiting  pools.  In  a 
"Letter  in  Favor  of  the  Legaliza- 
tion of  Pools,"  addressed  to  Hon. 
S.  M.  CuUom,  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Senate  Committee  on  In- 
terstate Commerce,  by  George  B. 
Blanchard,  Chairman  of  the  Cen- 
tral Traffic  Association  (1890),  8 
Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  1,  the  writer 
says:  "The  unintelligent  concep- 
tion of  pools  was  that  they  par- 
took of  the  nature  of  combinations 
of  chance  or  pools  in  stocks. 
There  was  also  a  mistaken  public 
idea  that  pools  sought  to  maintain 
burdensome  rates  in  order  to  pay 
excessive  dividends  upon  watered 
stock,  increased  Issues  of  bonds, 
etc.  Rates  are  beyond  such  in- 
fluences. It  is  more  or  less  true 
of  all  sections  of  the  country  that 
there  is  little,  if  any,  relation  be- 
tween a  railway's  stocks  and 
bonds  and  its  charges  for  trans- 
portation. The  prohibition  of 
pooling  was  therefore  the  man- 
date of  public  misconception  and 
three  years'  operation  of  the  law 
has  largely  dispelled  it." 
Vol.  11  —  93 


88  Benedict  v.  Western  Union 
■Telegraph  Co.,  9  Abb.  N.  Cas.  14. 

99  Beach  on  Railways,  §  528,  cit- 
ing Hare  v.  London,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
2  Johns.  &  H.  80.  See  the  judg- 
ment in  that  case,  where  Shrews- 
bury, etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  London,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  17  Q.  B.  652;  2  Macn.  & 
G.  324,  6  H.  L.  113,  is  discussed. 
See  also  Lancaster,  etc.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  North  Western  Ry.  Co.,  2  Kay 
&  J.  293;  Browne  &  Theobald's  Ry. 
Law,  288.  But  the  agreement  by 
which  the  pool  is  formed  has  been 
said  to  be  illegal,  if  it  extend  to 
future  traffic  upon  a  line  of  ,rall- 
,  way  which  a  company  may  here- 
after be  empowered  to  construct. 
Browne  &  Theobald's  Ry.  Law, 
288,  citing  Midland  Ry.  Co.  v. 
London,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  2  Eci.  524. 

1  United  States  v.  Trans-Mis- 
souri, etc.  Assn.  (1897),  166  U.  S. 
290. 

2  United  States  v.  Knight  C». 
(1895),  156  U.  S.  1. 

3  United  States  .  v.  Coal,  etc. 
Assn.  (1898),  85  Fed.  252;  United 
States  V.  Jelico,  etc.  Co.  (1891), 
46  Fed.  432. 

4Blindell  v.  Hagan  (1893).  54 
Fed.  40. 
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violates  the  act."  Under  the  act,  Congress  has  power  to  regulate 
the  purchase,  sale  and  trade  in  commodities  between  the  States, 
and  to  enjoin  combinations  in  restraint  of  such  trade,  by  means 
of  agreements  to  suppress  competition  and  increase  prices.' 
Where  several  railroad  companies  agreed  to  operate  their  con- 
necting roads  as  if  by  one  corporation  which  owned  all  of  them, 
and  to  divide  the  gross  earnings,  the  purpose  obviously  being  to 
suppress  competition  and  establish  rates,  however  unreasonable, 
such  pooling  arrangement  was  held  contrary  to  public  policy  and 
void.''  Interstate  commerce  is  not  involved  where  the  purpose 
of  the  combination  is  to  regulate  trade,  but  not  to  restrict  it.'  A 
State  may  prohibit  from  doing  business  in  the  State,  a  foreign 
corporation,  because  associated  with  a  trust.' 

§  957I.  Rebates.  Discrimination  in  rates. — The  foremost 
example  of  monopoly,  is  in  discriminating  freight  rates  of  great 
railroad  systems.  It  is  now  the  most  .powerful  means  used  in 
crushing  business  competition,  affecting  not  alone  individuals,  but 
communities,  cities  and  States,  withering  their  enterprise,  and 
heightening  the  prices  of  the  necessaries  of  life  to  the  toiling 
millions.  Secret  rebates  in  freight  rates  to  favored  shippers,  is 
a  monstrous  tyranny  over  the  fortunes  of  all  other  shippers  and 
industries.  It  is  a  most  dangerous  power  over  all  wealth  sources. 
It  is  the  power  of  several  railroad  managers  to  give  to  one  busi- 
ness or  community  prosperity  over  others,  and  to  compel  them 
to  close  their  doors  and  abandon  industries  involving  their  entire 
fortunes.  This  giant  power  to  oppress  is  effectively  governable 
only  by  Congress,  under  its  power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce. 
The  tyranny  of  secret  rebates  has  been  somewhat  checked  by 
recent  decisions  of  the  Federal  Courts,  but  such  rebates  within  a 
State  remain  to  be  broken  up  as  a  most  serious  legislative  duty. 
No  competition  can  long  endure  against  those  who  are  secretly  and 
in  defiance  of  the  law  enjoying  rates  for  the  tiransportation  of 
their  property,  which  constitute  a  preference  over  all  others  in  the 
same  business.  No  more  fruitful  source  of  monopoly  can  be 
found  than  the  enjoyment  of  preferential  rates.     A  contract  to 

BGibbs  V.  McNcely   (1902),  118  etc.  R.  R.  (1895),  171  Pa.  St.  284;, 

Fed.  120.        •  Cleveland,    etc.    Ry.    v.    Closser 

«Addyston,    etc.    Co.    v.    United  (1890),  126  Ind.  348. 

States  (1899),  175  TJ.  S.  211;  CW-  "Anderson     v.     United     States 

cago,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Wabash,  etc.  Ry.  (1898),  171  U.  S.  604. 

(1894),  61  Fed.  993.  9  Waters-Pierce,     etc.     Co.     v. 

7  Bald    Eagle,    etc.    v.    Nittany,  Texas  (1900),  177  U.  S.  28. 
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make  secret  rebate,  from  the  public  tariff  rates,  to  a  shipper  be^ 
cause  of  large  freightage,  if  others  are  not  to  have  the  same  re- 
bate, or  upon  any  other  ground,  is  unlawful  and  void."  A  con- 
tract giving  shippers  exclusive  advantage  in  rates,  over  all  other 
shippers;'^  or,  to  allow  exclusively  to  any  one  or  more  persons, 
drawbacks  on  freight  not  allowed  to  others  is  void."  If  the  rates 
charged  are  in  all  cases  reasonable,  a  common  carrier  may  charge 
less  to  one  person  than  to  another,^'  unless  such  difference  in 
charges  will  create  monopoly,  or  destroy  the  business  of  the  less 
favored.^'' •  A  railroad  is  bound  to  furnish  transportation  for  per- 
sons and  freight  at  a  reasonable  charge,  and  in  the  order  in  which 
the  goods, are  delivered.^'  Discriminations  in  rates  based  simply 
on  amount  of  freight  shipped,  are  held  to  be  in  favor  of  capital, 
contrary  to  p.ublic  policy,  and  a  wrong  to  the  disfavored  party, 
for  which  the  courts  may  give  redress.^"  A  belt-line  railroad  is 
subject  to  the  interstate  commerce  act  of  Congress.^^  A  contract 
to  make  a  rebate  by  reason  of  larger  freightage,  is  void,  if  others 
are  not  to  have  the  same  rebate.^'  A  railroad  may  charge  more 
for  the  transportation  of  coal  to  local  dealers  than  to  manufac- 
turers. This  is  not  "undue  or  unreasonable  discrimination,"  pro- 
vided against  in  the  Pennsylvania  statute.^'  In  the  absence  of 
statute,  variations  in  rates  are  not  necessarily  unjust  discrimina- 
tions.'"' 

§  957m.  Methods  of  evasion  of  the  law  against  rebates, 
drawbacks,  and  special  rates. — There  are  several  developed 
-methods  used  by  the  railroads  to  evade  the  interstate  commerce 
law  against  rebates,  and  give  undue  preference  exclusively  to 

10  Scofleld  V.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  12  Indan  River  S.  Co.  v.  East, 
R.  R.  Co.  (1885),  43  Ohio  St.  571,  etc.  Co.,  28  Fla.  387,  10  So.  480.  29 
54  Am.  Rep.  846;    Kansas  Pacific      Am.  St.  Rep.  258. 

Hy.  V.  Bayles  (1894),. 19  Colo.  348,  is  idem. 

35    Pac.    744;    Brundred    v.    Rice  "/dem. 

(1892),  49  Ohio  St.  640,  34  Am.  St.  is  Interstate    Com.    Comm'rs    v. 

Rep.    589;     Interstate    Commerce  B.  &  0.  R.  R..  145  U.  S.  263. 

Com.  V.  Baltimore,  etc.  Co.  145  U.  le  Hays  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  12 

S.  275;  Fitzgerald  v.  Grand  Trunk  Fed.  309  (1882). 

R.   R.    (1891),   63   Vt.    169,   13   L.  "Interstate,  etc.  Co.  v.  Indian- 

R.  A.  170;  Hawley  v.  Kansas,  etc.  apolls,    etc.   Ry.    (1900),    99    Fed. 

Co.   (1892),  48  Kan.  593;   State  v.  472. 

Cincinnati,  etc,  R.   R.    (1890),   47  is  Scofleld   v.    Lake    Shore,    etc. 

Ohio  St.  130.  Ry.  (1885),  43  Ohio,  571. 

11  Chicago,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Suf-  19  Hoover  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R. 
fern,   129   111.   274;    Atchison,   etc.  (1893),  156  Pa.  St.  220. 

Ry.   Co.   V.   Denver,   etc.   Ry.   Co.,  20  Johnson  v.  Pensacola,  etc.  R. 

110  U.   S.   667;    Sta'te  v.  Cin.  etc.      R.  Co.  (1878,  16  Fla.  623. 
R.  R.  Co.,  47  Ohio  St.  130. 
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large  producers  and  shippers  among  the  trusts,  and  close  up  com- 
petitive industries.-  These  devices  take  on  various  forms  of  com- 
missions, arbitrages,  billing  under  weight,  blind  billing,  dockage, 
lighterage,  terminal  charges,  special  style  of  tank  cars,  overlading, 
billing  to  intermediate  points  at  low  terminal  rate,  stopping  cars 
in  transit,  delivering  small  lots  at  carload  rates  and  "ghost  trains", 
on  which  no  freight  is  paid.  Among  other  methods  to  evade  the- 
law  of  Congress  against  rebates  in  interstate  transportation,  are 
secret  rebates  by  means  of  private  car-lines,  switch  track  charges, 
the  payment  of  fictitious  damage  claims,  "industrial  railways," 
and  the  "midnight  schedule."  Under  the  Anti-trust  law  of  Con- 
gress, it  is  the  special  duty  of  the  interstate  comrnerce  coinmission 
to  make  inquiries  into  those  methods.  All  other  corporate  affairs- 
pertain  to  the  bureau  of  corporations  of  the  department  of  com- 
merce and  labor.  The  bureau  is  forbidden  to  investigate  com- 
mon carriers. 

§  957n.  The  industrial  railroad,  etc. — The  industrial  rail- 
road is,  in  effect,  only  a  switch-track,  owned  by  the  favorite  ship- 
per, who  uses  his  own  engines  to  haul  his  freight  a  mile  or  so- 
to  the  connecting  railroad,  and  gets  a  division  of  the  rate  charged 
for  hauling  the  freight  'to  its  destination,  however  far  distant. 

Private  car-lines.  Refrigerator  cars. — By  the  private  car-line 
the  shipper  forwards  his  freight  in  his  own  cars,  and  the  railroads- 
make  him  allowance  for  using  his  own  cars  instead  of  theirs.  The 
testimony  taken  by  the  interstate  commerce  commission,  regarding 
private  car-lines,  develops  that  beef-packing  companies,  owning- 
their  own  refrigerator  cars,  make  exclusive  contracts  with  rail- 
roads, and  thereby  crush  out  small  shippers  and  commission  mer- 
chants, by  transporting  fruit  and  vegetables  on  their  own  account.. 
The  only  remedy  is  claimed  to  be,  as  a  pending  bill  before  Con- 
gress provides,  making  private  car-lines  common  carriers,  when 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  so  as  to  place  them  under  control 
of  Congress,  and  to  make  them  subject  to  all  general  laws  govern- 
ing the  service  of  ordinary  railroad  companies; — requiring  that 
every  private  car  line  file  with  the  interstate  commerce  commission 
its  tariff  schedule  of  mileage  or  per  diem  rates,  and  prohibiting  the- 
exaction  of  any  rate  differing  therefrom,  for  any  service  not  pro- 
vided for  in  its  published  schedule;  requirement  of  full  reports 
to  the  interstate  commerce  commission  giving  mileage  of  every 
car,  and  the  rate  paid  to  each  railroad,  and  prohibition  against 
giving  or  accepting  rebates  or  discriminations. 
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§  957P-  Payment  of  ficitious  damage  claims. — Payment  of 
fictitious  damage  claims,  is  another  device  by  which  the  favored 
shipper  of  live-stock,  presents  a  bill  for  damage  to  his  stock,  which 
bill  is  not  contested,  but  paid  without  protest.  Of  the  two  federal 
agencies  to  inquire  into  these  methods,  one  is  the  Bureau  of  Corpo- 
rations of  the  Department  of  Commerce,  and  the  other  is  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Commission.  The  unlawful  relations  of  cor- 
porations and  common  carriers  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  in 
whatever  form  of  rebates,  or  private-car  charges,  fall  within  the 
province  of  the  interstate  commission,  the  bureau  of  corporations 
having  no  authority  to  investigate  common  carriers.  .But  that 
commission,  under  the  present  law,  is  practically  powerless  to 
remedy  the  wrongs  in  the  case  of  rebates  from  the  regular  rates. 

The  pending  proposition  is  requirement  by  Congress  of  a  federal 
license,  as  a  preliminary  to  interstate  commerce  by  corporations, 
subject  to  revocation  upon  violation  of  interstate  commerce  laws. 
Only  the  nation  can  cope  with  a  billion-dollar  "trust"  which  oblit- 
erates State  boundaries  in  its  resistless  operation.  The  several 
States  are  powerless  to  enforce  their  statutes  against  discrimina- 
tion in  rates,  by  rebates  to  reach  the  commerce  of  the  nation,  which 
must  move  on,  regardless  of  States  or  State  lines. 

§  957r.  "The  midnight  schedule." — There  is  little  doubt 
that  the  practice  of  granting  rebates  to  favored  shippers  by  rail- 
roads is  less  prevalent  now  than  formerly.  One  reason  of  this 
is  that  the  Elkins  law,  passed  in  1903,  was  mainly  designed  to 
prevent  such  infractioiis  of  the  interstate  commerce  law  as  re- 
bates and  discriminations,  which  are  classed  as  misdemeanors.  It 
made  it  easier  to  reach  and  punish  these  offenses,  even  if  it  did 
abolish  the  penalty  of  imprisonment  and  make  the  imposition  of 
fines  the  only  punishment.  The  letter  of  the  law  is  obeyed  more 
today,  but  there  are  numerous  ways  of  evading  the  spirit.  The 
private  car  lines,  the  private  switch  track,  and  other  artful  meth- 
ods of  granting  rebates,  without  violating  the  Anti-rebate  law, 
have  been  developed.  Among  these  is  a  method  known  as  the 
"midnight  schedule."  The  interstate  commerce  act  allows  a  re- 
duction in  freight  rates  to  go  into  effect  after  a  three  days'  public 
notice.  To  advance  a  rate  it  is  necessary  to  give  ten  days'  notice. 
A  freight  charge  may  be  greatly  reduced  and  then  restored  to  the 
old  rate. within  a  short  space  of  time.  President  A.  B.  Stickney 
of  the  Chicago  Great  Western  railroad  has  shown  how  large 
shippers-  take  advantage  of  this  provision  of  the  law  to  secure  rates 
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which  amount  practically  to  rebates.  "The  large  dealer  in  grain 
agrees  with  the  traffic  manager  of  a  railroad  that  upon  a  certain 
day  a  notice  shall  be  issued  that  the  rate  on  a  particular  kind  of 
grain  is  to  be  reduced,  say  one  cent  per  bushel,  between  certain 
points.  Armed  with  this  secret  knowledge  the  grain  dealer  is 
able  to  outbid  other  dealers  by  offering  a  fraction  of  a  cent  more 
than  the  market  price  of  the  grain.  He  accumulates  immense 
quantities  of  the  commodity,  practically  obtains  the  visible  supply 
in  a  certain  locality,  and  when  the  new  rate  is  put  into  effect,  he 
is  able  to  ship  his  grain  to  market  at  less  cost  than  has  been  cus- 
tomary. After  his  grain  is  shipped  the  old  rate  is  restored  by 
giving  the  required  notice  to  the  interstate  commerce  commission. 
The  law  has  been  strictly  observed,  but  the  favored  dealer  has  had 
an  advantage  which  operates  the  same  as  a  straight  rebate.  He 
has  been  able  to  crush  out  all  competitors  because  of  his  secret  un- 
derstanding with  the  railroad  concerning  'the  midnight  schedule.'  " 
§  957s.  Bibliography  of  trusts. — An  extensive  literature  on 
■the  subject  of  trust  combinations  has  sprung  up  of  late  years, 
not  only  in  the  regular  legal  publications,  but  also  in  newspapers, 
general  ma,gazines,  pamphlets,  reports  and  addresses.  Much  that 
is  valuable  in  this  ephemeral  literature  would  be  lost  to  the  pro- 
fession and  to  the  student  of  political  economy  but  for  the  diligent 
researches  of  Mr.  William  H.  Winters,  the  librarian- of  the  New 
York  Law  Institute,  who  in  his  "Bibliography  of  Commercial 
Trusts,",  has  collated  all  the  authorities  of  value  upon  the  general 
subject  of  trade  combinations,  syndicates  and  pools,  together  with 
citations  to  reviews,  monographs  a.nd  annotated  cases,  bearing 
more  particularly  upon  the  subjects  of  competition,  combination 
and  criminal  conspiracy,  with  references  to  recent  legislation  and 
proposed  legislation  on  the  subject.  In  this  exhaustive  coinpila- 
tion,  guidance  is  afforded  at  every  step  in  the  study  of  the  law 
and  history  of  the  ancient  monopolies  and  the  "trusts"  of  modem 
times. ^^ 

21  Vide  supra,  §  936,  note  18;  §  948,  note  37;  §  949.  note  38. 
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§  958.  Rule  of  corporate  liability  for  Torts. — Corporations 
are  "persons,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
of  the  Federal  Constitution,  and,  as  sucU,  can  invoke  its  protec- 
tion.^    They  are  civilly  liable,  the  same  as  are  natural  persons. 


1  Minneapolis,  etc.  v.  Beckwith,  129  V.  S.  26. 
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for  torts  committed  by  themselves,  their  servants,  and  agents; 
and,  from  the  earliest  times,  they  have  been  so  held  liable.^  The 
doctrine  of  ultra  vires  has  no  application,  as  a  defense  to  cor- 
porate torts.^  An  action  may  be  maintained  against  a  corpora- 
tion, for  its  malicious  or  liegligent  torts,  however  foreign  they 
may  be  to  the  objects  of  its  creation,  or  beyond  its  granted  powers.* 
In  the  language  of  the  eminent  Judge  Cooley:  "The  rule  is. 
now  well  settled,  that,  while  keeping  within  the  apparent  scope 
of  corporate  powers,  corporations  have  a  general  capacity  to 
render  themselves  liable  for  torts,  except  for  those,  where  the 
tort  consists  in  the  breach  of  some  duty,  which,  from  its  nature, 
could  not  be  imposed  upon,  or  discharged  by  a  corporation.  The 
rule  of  liability  embraces  not  only  the  negligence  and  omission  of 
its  officers  and  agents,  who  are  put  in  charge  of,  or  employed  in, 
the  corporate  business,  but  also  all  tortious  acts  which  have  been 
authorized  by  the  corporation,  or  which  are  done  in  pursuance 
of  any  general  or  special  authority,  to  act  in  its  behalf,  on  the 
subject  to  which  they  relate,  or  which  the  corporation  has  sub- 
sequently ratified."^  A  receiver  may  sue  the  directors  for  fraud, 
ultra  vires  acts,  or  negligence.®  A  private  business  corporation, 
which  continues  its  corporate  business  in  its  corporate  name,  after 
the  time  fixed  by  its  charter  for  its  duration,  has  expired,  can  be 
sued  and  made  liable  as  a  corporation  de  facto  for  a  tort,  com- 
mitted! by  it  after  its  charter'  has  expired.''  Notwithstanding  the 
doubts  and  technical  refinements  formerly  entertained,  in  consid- 
ering the  liability  of  corporations,  and  the  necessity  of  that  lia- 
bility resting  upon  some  act  or  instrument,  sanctioned  or  attested 
by  the  corporate  seal,  it  is  now  universally  conceded,  that  cor- 

2  Denver,  etc.  Co.  v.  Harris,  122         b  Cooley  on  Torts,  120. 

IT.  S.  597;  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  «  Campbell  v.  Watson  '(1901),  62 

Richmond,  73  Tex.  568,  4  L.  R.  A.  N.    J.    Eq.  ■  396;     Coddington    v. 

280.  Canaday   (1901),  157  Ind.  243,  61 

3  Chestnut  Hill,  etc.  Co.  v.  Rut-  N.  E.  567;  Hood  v.  McNaughton 
ter  (Pa.  1818),  4  Seargt.  &  R.  6,  (1892),  54  N.  J.  L.  425;  Farwell 
8  Am.  Dec.  675;  Merchants'  Nat.  v.  Great  "Western  (1896),  161  111. 
Bank  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  10  Wall.  522;  Higgins  v.  Tefft  (1896),  4  N. 
(U.  S.)   604.  T.     App.     Div.     62;     Hayden     v. 

*  First    Nat.   Bank   v.    Graham,  Thompson   (1895),  71  Fed.  60. 

100  U.  S.   699;    Philadelphia,  etc.  t  Miller  v.  Newburg  Orrel  Coal 

R.   Co.  V.  Quigley,  21  How.   209;  Co.  (1888),  31  W.  Va.  836,  13  Am. 

Alexander  v.'  Relfe,   74   Mo.   495;  St.  Rep.  903,  a  case  of  death  from 

Monument    Nat.    Bank    v.    Globe  a  coal  mine  explosion. 
Works,  101  Mass.  57,  3  Am.  Rep.  ' 
322. 
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porations  are  liable  for  their  torts,  and  that  this  liability  may  be 
enforced  in  the  same  manner,  as  if  the  wrong  complained  of,  had 
been  committed  by  a  natural  person.^  One  court  has  said  that 
it  is  not  true  that  a  corporation  has  no  mind.  Its  mind  is  the 
joint  product  of  the  mind  of  its  officers  and  directory  in  a  united 
organization;  and  in  point  of  fact,  corporations  bring  into  their 
service,  the  highest  order  of  ability,  and  the  best  executive  talent 
in  the  country.^  The  doctrine  that  a  corporation,  having  no  soul, 
can  not  be  actuated  by  a  malicious  intention,  is  more  quaint  than 
substantial.^"  The  objection,  that  indictment  requires  appear- 
ance at  the  bar,  and  that  a  corporation,  being  an  incorporeal  en- 
tity, can  not  comply  with  this  rule,  is  also  futile,  since  its  ap- 
pearance may  be  entered  by  attorney .^^  In  an  old  case,  where 
the  master  and  wardens  of  a  company,  were  cited  into  the  spiritual 
court  by  their  proper  names,  with  the  addition  of  their  offices 
in  the  company,  and  the  objection  was  raised  that  they  were  cited 
by  their  proper  names,  but  in  their  political  capacity,  the  court 
very  quaintly  observed,  that,  "if  they  stood  out,  they  might  be 
laid,  by  the  heels,  in  their  natural  capacity."^^ 

§  959-  Scope  of  corporate  agent's  authority. — If  the  tor- 
tious act  of  the  agent  was  done  within  the  general  scope  of  the 
business  of  the  corporation,  it  will  be  responsible,  whether  the  act 
was  done  negligently,  wantonly,  or  even  wilfully.  "For  the  acts 
of  the  servant,  within  the  general  scope  of  his  employment,  while 
engaged  in  his  master's  business,  and  done  with  a  view  to  tht- 
furtherance  of  that  business,  and  the  master's  interest,  the  master 
will  be  responsible,  whether  the  act  be  done  negligently,  wantonly, 
or  even  wilfully.  .  .  .  But  if  a  servant  goes  outside  of  his 
employment,  and  without  regard  to  his  service,  acting  maliciously, 
or,  in  order  to  effect  sortie  purpose  of  his  own,  wantonly  commits 
a  trespass,  or  causes  damages  to  another,  the  master  is  not  re- 

sCooley  on  Torts,  120;  Peebles  White  River   Bridge  Co.,   2   Aik. 

V.  Patapsco  Guano  Co.   (1877),  77  255. 

N.   C.   233;    Venas   v.   Merchants'  » Copley  v.   Grover,  etc.   Co.,   2 

Ins.   Co.,   27  La.   Ann.   367;    Hays  Woods,    494,    following    Philadel- 

V.   Houston  R.   Co.,   46  Tex.   272;  phia,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Qulgley  (1858), 

Lee    V.    Village    of    Sandy    Hill  21  How.  202. 

(1869),   40  N.  Y.   442;    Smith  v.  lo  Green  v.  London,  etc.  Co.,  7 

Birmingham  Gas  Co.,  1  A.  &  B.  C.  B.  N.  S.  290. 
526;     Mound    v.     Monmouthshire    ,      n  Queen    v.    Birmingham,    etc. 

Canal  Co.,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  113;  Rid-  Ry.  Co.,  2  Gale  &  D.  243. 

die  V.  Proprietors  (1810),  7  Mass.  12 Rex  v.  Thursfield,  Skin.  27. 
169,    5   Am.   Dec.    35;    Lyman   v. 
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sponsible ;  so  that  the  inquiry  is,  whether  the  wrongful  act  iS  in 
the  course  of  the  employment,  or  outside  of  it,  and  to  accomplisli 
a  purpose,  foreign  to  it.  In  the  latter  case,  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  does  not  exist  so  as  to  hold  the  master  for  the  act."^° 
A  corporation  is  responsible  for  the  tortious  acts  of  its  agent, 
done  in  the  line  of  his  employment,  and  in  the  execution  of  the 
authority  conferred,  although  it  did  not  directly  authorize  the 
wrong  actiop,  or  subsequently  ratify  it.^*  The  true  test  of  the 
liability  of  the  principal  in  such  cases,  is  to  ascertain  whether, 
in  committing  the  act,  for  example,  fraud,  the  agent  was  acting 
in  the  business  of  his  principal.  If  he  was  engaged  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  then  parties,  injured  by  his  misconduct  or 
fraud,  can  resort  for  redress,  to  the  persons  who  clothed  him  with 
the  power  to  act  in  their  behalf,  and  who  have  received  the  ben- 
efits resulting  from  his  agency.^'*  Thus,  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages for  malicious  prosecution,  wherein  a  corporation  and  its 
general  manager  were  joined  as  parties  defendant,  the  corporation 
demurred,  on  the  ground  that  it  appeared  that  the  acts  complained 
of,  were  those  of  the  general  manager,  and  not  done  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority  or  duty,  nor  in  the  service  of  the  company. 
But  it  was  held  that,  although  the  acts  complained  of,  were 
ultra  vires,  and  could  not  be  within  the  scope  of  the  power  of  the 
company  or  its  agents,  the  company  was  none  the  less  liable  there- 
for.^" It  has,  on  the  other  hand,  been  held  that  the  agent  must 
be  shown  to  have  express  authority  for  his  act,  or  that  it  must 
have  been  ratified.^' 

§  960.  Acts  of  servants  and  employes. — The  corporation 
and  its  servant  are  liable  for  a  wilful  tort  of  the  servant,  whether 
or  not  the  master  has  ratified  the  tort.^*  The  liability  of,  a  cor- 
poration is  the  same  as  that  of  individuals  for  a  similar  wrong. 
The  same  rule  applies  to  corporations  as  to  individuals.  They 
are  equally  responsible,  for  injuries  done  in  the  course  of  their 
business  by  their  servants.  This  is  said  to  be  so  well  settled  as 
not  to  require  the  citation  of  authorities.'^''  Where  the  local 
agent  of  a  telegraph  company,  who  was  also  agent  of  an  express 

13  Mott   V.    Consumers'   Ice   Co.,  17  Carter  v.  Howe  Machine  Co. 

73  N.  Y.  543;  Taylor,  Pr.  Corp.  341.  (1878),  51  Md.  290. 

1*  Wheeler,   etc.   Manuf.   Co.   v.  is  Riser    v.    Southern    Ry.    Co. 

Boyce  (1887),  36  Kan.  350.  (S.  C.  1903),  46  S.  E.  47. 

15  Fogg  V.  Griffien,  2  Allen,  1.  m  Baltimore,  etc.  R.  Co.  v..  Fifth 

isHussey  v.  King  (1887),  98  N.  Baptist  Ch.  (1883),  108  XT.  S.  317. 
C.  34,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  312. 
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company  in  the  same  pkce,  sent  a  forged  dispatch  to  a  merchant 
in  a  neighboring  city,  requesting  him  to  forward  money  to  his 
correspondent  at  the  former  place,  to  use  in  buying  grain,  and 
the  dispatch  was  sent,  and  the  money  forwarded,  by  express,  in 
response  to  the  telegram,  but  was  intercepted,  and  converted  to 
his  own  use  by  the  agent,  the  telegraph  company  was  liable, 
though  .an  action  might  also  have  been  maintained  against  the 
express  company.^"  For,  as  was  said  by  the  court,  the  defendant 
selected  its  agent,  placed  him  in  charge  of  its  business  at  the 
station  in  question,  and  authorized  him  to  send  messages  over 
its  line.  Persons,  receiving  dispatches  in  the  usual  course  of 
business,  when  there  is  nothing  to  excite  suspicion,  are  entitled 
to  rely  upon  the  presumption  that  the  agents  instrusted  with  the 
performance  of  the  business  of  the  company,  have  faithfully  and 
honestly  discharged  the  duty,  owed  by  it  to  its  patrons,  and  that 
they  would  not,  knowingly,  send  a  false  or  forged  message,  and 
it  would  ordinarily  be  an  unreasonable  and  impracticable  rule,  to 
require  the  receiver  of  a  dispatch,  to  investigate  the  question  of 
the  integrity  and  fidelity  of  the  defendants'  agents,  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  duties  before  acting.  Whether  the  agent  is  un- 
faithful to  his  trust,  or  violates  the  duty  to,  or  disobeys  the  in- 
structions of,  the  company,  its  patrons  may  have  no  means  of 
knowing.  If  the  corporation  fails  in  the  performance  of  its 
duty,  through  the  neglect  or  fraud  of  the  agent,  whom  it  has 
appointed  to  perform  it,  the  master  is  responsible.  It  was  the 
business  of  the  agent  to  send  dispatches  of  a  similar  character, 
and  such  acts  were  within  the  scope  of  his  employment,  and  the 
plaintiff  could  not  know  the  circumstances  that  made  the  par- 
ticular act  wrongful  and  unauthorized.  As  to  him,  therefore, 
it  must  be  deemed  the  act  of  the  corporation.^^  The  Pullman 
Palace  Car  Company  is  liable,  for  injuries  sustained  by  occupants 
of  its  sleeping-cars,  through  the  negligence,  or  wilful  misconduct 
of  an  employe  whom  it  places  in  charge  of  a  car.  So,  where  the 
porter,  placed  in  charge  of  such  a  car,  by  the  company,  makes 
a  criminal  assault  on  a  female  occupant  thereof,  she  is  entitled 
to  recover  from  the  company,  a  fair  pecuniary  compensation  for 
all  injuries,  temporary  or  permanent,  directly  caused  to  her,  in  her 

aoMcCord  v.   Western,   etc.    Co.  (1888),    39    Minn.    181,    4    Ry.    & 

(1888),    39    Minn.    181,    4    Ry.    &  Corp.  L.  J.  453;  Bank  v.  Telegraph 

Corp.  LI.  J.  452;   Telegraph  Co.  v.  Co.,  52  Cal.  280;    Booth  v.  Bank, 

Dryburg,  35  Pa.  St.  298.  50  N.  Y.  400. 

21  McCord   V.   Western,   etc.   Co. 
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person,  health  and  strength,  including'  compensation  for  the 
mental  and  physical  anguish  which  has  been,  or  may  thereafter, 
€b  caused.''^  But  the  liability  of  a  sleeping-car  company  for 
injury  to  an  ordinary  passenger  on  the  train, — who  entered  the 
car  for  the  purpose  of  asking  the  privilege  of  washing  hia  hands, 
and  is  there,  wantonly,  and'  without  provocation,  assaulted  and 
Deaten  by  the  porter  of  the  car, — is  governed  by  the  principles  of 
the  law  of  master  and  servant,  and  the  company  is  not  liable 
for  such  unauthorized  wilful  wrong.^^  But  at  the  suit  of  the  same 
plaintiff,  against  the  railway  company,  to  whose  train  the  sleep- 
ing-car was  attached,  the  company  was  held  liable,  as  the  pas- 
senger was  not  a  trespasser  on  the  sleeping-caf.^*  In  another  case 
where  a  corporation  has  been  held  liable,  under  this  rule  of 
respondeat  superior,  it  appeared  that  a  railroad  company  was  in 
peaceable  possession  of  a  piece  of  road,  and  while  so  in  possession, 
another  company,  by  an  armed  force  of  several  hundred  men, 
acting  as  its  agents  and  employes,  under  its  vice-president  and 
assistant  general  manager,  attacked,  with  deadly  weapons,  the 
agents  and  employes  of  the  company  having  charge  of  the  road, 
forcibly  taking  possession  thereof.  There  was  a  demonstration  of 
armed  men  all  along  the  line  of  the  railroad  seized,  and,  while 
this  was  being  done,  and  the  seizure  was  being  made,  the  plaintiff, 
an  employe  of  the  company  in  possession,  being  on  the  track  of 
the  road,  defending  it  with  arms,  was  fired  upon,  by  the  men  of 
the  attacking  company,  and  seriously  injured.  Immediately  upon 
the  seizure  of  the  railroad,  the  employer  of  the  seizing  forces, 
accepted  it,  and  entered  into  possession,  and  for  a  time  used,  and 
operated  it  as  its  own.  The  plaintiff  brought  suit  to  recover  dam- 
ages fpr  his  injuries,  and  it  was  held,  that  the  seizing  company 
was  liable  in  tort  for  the  acts  of  its  agents,  that  the  plaintiff  could 
recover,  not  only  damages  for  the  injuries  actually  received,  but 
punitive  damages  also.^"* 

§  961.  Liabili.ty  for  torts  of  agents  and  servants. — A  corpo- 
ration is  liable,  for  the  acts  of  its  agents  and  servants  while  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  their  principal,  in  the  same  manner,  and 
to  the  same  extent,  that  an  individual  is  liable,  under  like  cir- 

22  Campbell  v.  Pullman  Palace  a*  Williams  v.  Pullman  Palace 
Car  Co.   (1880),  42  Fed.  Rep.  484,      Car  Co.  (1888),  40  La.  Ann.  417. 

8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  195.  as  Denver,  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Harris 

23  Williams  v.  Pullman,  etc.  Co.       (1886),  122  U.  S.  597. 
<1888),  40  La.  Ann.  87. 
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cuiTistances.2«  It  would  be  an  abandonment  of  the  well-established 
principle  of  respondeat  superior  to  hold,  that  the  agents/of  a  cor- 
poration, in  the  discharge  of  their  official  duties,  might  be  guilty 
of  malicious  torts,  and  yet  permit  the  corporation  to  shield  itself 
from  responsibility  by  relying  on  its  soulless  character.^^  Ac- 
cordingly, as  above  stated,  a  corporation  is  civilly  liable  for  torts 
committed  by  its  servants,  or  precisely  as  a  natural  person;  and 
that  it  is  liable,  as  a  natural  person,  for  the  acts  of  its  agents  done 
by  its  authority,  express  or  implied,  though  there  be  neither  a 
written  appointment  under  seal,  nor  a  vote  of  the  corporation  con- 
stituting the  agency,  or  authorizing  the  act.'''  Conversely,  a  cor- 
poration is  not  to  be  held  liable,  for  the  malicious  acts  of  its. 
agents,  under  circumstances  which  would  not  render  a  natural 
person  liable.  Accordingly,  the  unauthorized  malicious  acts  of  its 
agents  will  not  render  a  corporation  liable  for  exemplary  damages,, 
unless  the  acts  be  ratified  by  it  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,^° 
or,  unless  the  agents  acted  in  a  spirit  of  mischief,  or  of  criminal 
indiff.erence  to  civil  obligations.^"  Illustrations :  A  corporation 
can  not  defeat  liability  for  an  injury  caused  by  negligence  of 
an  officer,  employed  by  it  in  running  a  steamboat,  by  plea  that  the 
business  was  ultra  vires,  the  company's  charter  powers  being  lim- 
ited to  banking,  and  conducting  a  railroad.^^    And,  whether  or 

2«  Tide  supra,  %  768 ;  First  Nat.  28  Denver,  etc.  Ry.  v.  Harris- 
Bank  v.  Graham,  100  U.  S.  699;  (1886),  122  V.  S.  597,  approving 
Merchants'  Bank  v.  St^te  Bank,  10  State  v.  Morris,  etc.  R.  Co.,  23' 
"Wall,  645.  Why,  it  may  be  well  N.  J.  369,  and  citing  Salt  Lake- 
asked,  should  not  the  rule  be  the  City  v.  Hollister,  118  TJ.  S.  256; 
same  substantially  in  reference  to  New  Jersey,  etc.  Co.  v.  Brockett, 
corporations  and  their  agents,  as  121  U.  S.  637;  National  Bank  v. 
between  individuals  and  their  Graham,  100  U.  S.  699. 
servants?  The  vast  multiplication  29  Gulf,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore 
of  corporations,  and  the  variety  (1887),  69  Tex.  157;  Hays  v. 
of  interests  affected  thereby,  have  Houston,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1876),  4ff 
demanded  and  suggested  a  course  Tex.  272;  Galveston,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
of  proceeding  adapted  to  the  ends  Donahoe  (1882),  56  Tex.  163. 
of  justice,  and  in  the  first  applica-  3»  Denver,  eta  Ry.  v.  Harris- 
tion  of  wholesome  rules  appro-  (1886),  122  U.  S.  609;  Philadel- 
priate  remedies  have  been  grad-  phia,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Quigley,  21 
ually  unfolded,  as  well  in  enforc-  How.  202;  Milwaukee,  etc.  Ry.  Co. 
ing  the  rights  of  corporations  in  v.  Arms,  91  U.  S.  492;  Missouri,, 
"suing"  as  in  holding  them  amen-  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Humes,  115  U.  S. 
able  to  "being  sued."  Main  v.  521;  Barry  v.  Edwards,  116  U.  S. 
North  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  12  Rich.  562. 
82.                                                    ,  31  Central,  etc.  Co.  v.  Smith,  76 

27-Wheless  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  Ala.  572,  52  Am.  Rep.  353. 
1  Baxt.  469. 


1486  TORTS.  [§  962. 

not  the  injury  resulted  from  the  unauthorized  act  of  the  agent, 
in  the  conduct  of  such  ultra  vires  business,  the  corporation  will 
be  liable,  if  it  acquiesces  in,  and  ratifies  the  act.^^  The  corpora- 
tion is  liable  for  any  tortious  act  of  its  agent  or  servant,  which 
it  expressly  authorizes,  or  which  is  fairly  within  the  general  scope 
of  the  authority  of  the  agent,  who  commits  the  tortious  act. 
First,  it  is  liable,  if  the  corporate  management,  acting  within  the 
scope  of  its  powers,  either  authorizes,  acquiesces  in,  or  ratifies  the 
tort,  or,  if  it  was  within  the-  scope  of  the  agent's  authority.  Under 
this  rule,  a  corporation  will  be  liable  in  damages  for  the  pub- 
lication of  a  libel  by  its  agents,'*  or  for  false  imprisonment,'*  or 
for  malicious  prosecution,'"  when  authorized  or  ratified  by  the 
corporation.  This  rule  applies  more  particularly  to  torts  of  offi- 
cers and  agents,  rather  than  to  those  of  servants  and  employes. 
The  corporation  is  liable  for  the  deceit  or  fraudulent  act  of  its 
agent,  in  a  transaction  wherein  he  has  corporate  authority  to  act, 
or,  when  the  act  is  inferable  from  the  scop6  of  his  employment ; '" 
Second,  the  corporation  is  liable  for  any  tortious  act,  committed  in 
the  course  of  the  agent's  employment,  as,  in  the  case  of  employes 
and  servants,  though  they  have  no  authority  to  represent  or  con- 
tract for  the  corporation.  It  is  liable  for  assault  and  battery,'' 
and  trespasses,'*  or  public  nuisance,'"  committed  by  an  employe 
or  a  servant  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment,*"  and, 
when  the  act  is  connected  with  his  employment,  and,  although  the 
act  is  wilful  and  malicious.*^  Third,  it  is  liable,  if  the  wrongful 
or  negligent  act  or  omission  occasioned  a  violation  of  a  duty  of 
the  corporation,  which  it  owed  specially  to  the  person  injured,  or 
owed  it  to  him  as  a  mere  member  of  the  community. 

§  962.  Negligdnce.  .  Liability  of  common  carriers.  Con- 
tracts limiting  liability. — A  bank  may  be  held  liable  for  loss  of 
a  special  deposit  for  safe  keeping,  when  the  loss  results  from  neg- 

32  Alexander  v.  Relfe,  74  Mo.  st  Hewett  v.  Swift,  3  Allen  (85 
495.                                                            Mass.)   420;   Holmes  v.  Wakefield, 

33  Philadelphia,  etc.  v.   Quigley,      12  Allen,  580. 

21  How.  202;  Washington,  etc.  Co.  as  Palmer  v.  Maine  Central,  92 

V.  Lansden,  172  U.  S.  534;   South-  Me.  399. 

em    Express    Co.    v.    Pitzner,    59  39  Pord  v.  Santa  Cruez  R.  Co., 

Miss.  581.  59  Cal.  290. 

34  Lynch  v.  Metropolitan,  etc.  *o  Porter  v.  C.  R.  I.  etc.  Co.,  41 
Co.,  90  N.  Y.  77.  Iowa,  358. 

,  35  Reed  V.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  130  ^i  Mott  v.  Consumers'  Ice  Co., 
Mass.  443,  39  Am.  Rep.  468.  73  N.  Y.  543.- 

3"  Cra.eie   v.    Hadley,    99    N.    Y. 
131,  52  Am.  Rep.  9. 
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Hgence  of  its  officers  or  employes/^  or  for  neglect  to  present  at 
maturity,  or  to  protest,  a  note  it  holds  for  collection,*'  or  for  loss 
occasioned  by  crediting  a  deposit  to  the  wrong  person.**  The 
liability  of  the  common  carrier,  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  its  ser- 
vants and  employes,  is  not  limited  to  the  rule,  limiting  responsibil- 
ity of  the  master  to  acts  of  his  servants. *°  For  reasons  of  public 
policy,  and  on  account  of  the  nature  of  its  employment,  special 
covenants  or  obligations  are  implied  by  a  common  carrier,  not 
only, — in  carrying  the  passenger,  to  use  every  reasonable  precau- 
tion for  his  safety,*^ — ^but  also  to  protect  him,  from  any  wrongful 
act  by  the  carrier's  servants  engaged  in  his  transportation.  And, 
for  any  such  act,  the  carrier  is  liable,  however  wilful  or  malicious 
it  may  be,  and  however  unnecessary  to  the  conduct  of  the  car- 
rier's business.  Further,  the  common  carrier's  implied  obligation 
is,  that  its  servants  shall  make  every  effort  to  protect  its  p-is- 
sengers,  while  under  its  charge,  from  assaults  by  other  persons.*' 
The  common  carrier  is  held  to  like  obligations,  in  the  carriage  of 
goods  and  merchandise.  It  is  its  duty  to  carry  freight,  as  well  as 
passengers,  upon  demand,  and  to  the  extent  of  its  capacity,*'  if 
the  freight  offered,  is  lawful  and  harmless,*'  and  to  transport  it 
safely  against  loss  or  damage,  except  it  arise  from  the  act  of  God, 
or  the  public  enemy,^°  or  from  the  perishable  nature  of  the  goods.^^ 
Any  such  authority  implies  the  exercise  of  due  care,  to  prevent 
injury,  ahd  for  any  injury,  resulting  from  its  ^negligence,  the  au- 
thority conferred  will  not  exempt  the  corporation  from  liability.'^ 
Where  a  coal  company  allowed  its  refuse  to  wash  into  a  creek 
running  through  the  land  of  another,  and  causing  the  creek  to 
overflow,  and  cover  the  land  with  such  refuse,  to  its  damage,  the 
court  said :  "That  the  coal  company  is  a  corporation,  can  make 
no  difference.     Its  rights  are  just,  as  great,  and  no  greater,  than 

42  National  Bank  v.  <Jraham,  ^s-vvinona,  etc.  Co.  v.  Blake,  94 
100  U.  S.  699.  U.  S.  180. 

43  Chapman  v.  McCraig,  63  Ind.  «  pittsburg,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Mor- 
360.  ton,  61  Ind.  539. 

44  Jackson  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cross,  9  '  so  Propeller  Niagara  v.  Cordes, 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  283.  21  How.  7. 

45  Stewart  v.  Brooklyn,  etc.  Co.,  6i  Illinois  Central  Co.  r.  Mc- 
99  N.  Y.  588;  Palmer  v.  Manhattan  Cellan,  54  111.  58. 

Ry.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  261.  52  Fero  v.   BufCalo,   etc.   Co.,   22 

46  Philadelphia,  etc.  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  209,  78  Am.  Dec.  178;  Frank- 
Derby,  14  How.  468;  Warner  v.  ford,  etc.  Co.  v.  Philadelphia,  etc. 
Baltimore,  etc.  Co.,  168  U.  S.  339.  Co.,  54  Pa.  St.  345,  93  Am.  Dec. 

47pittsburg,  etc.  v.  Hinds,  53  Pa.      708. 
St.  512. 
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those  of  a  pri  ^  _te  person  in  the  same  business.  That  it  is  au- 
thorized by  its  charter  to  mine  coal  generally  in  the  State,  can 
not  enlarge  its  rights  in  any  particular  locality.  Even  had  its 
charter  empowered  it  to  establish  a  business,  and  carry  it  on  in 
a  particular  place,  it  can  not  be  presumed  that  the  State  intended 
to  authorize  it  to  carry  on  the  business  in  a  manner,  destructive 
of  the  property  rights  of  others,  without  conpensation.  While 
the  thing  to  be  done,  may  be  lawfiil  in  a  general  way,  there  are, 
and  must  be,  limitations  upon  the  means  by  which  it  is  to  be 
done."^= 

Contracts  limiting  the  corporation's  liability  for  negligence. — 
The  weight  of  authority  holds,  that  a  common  carrier  can  not 
shield  itself  from  liability  for  its  own  negligence,  by  contract 
with  the  shipper  or  passenger  to  that  effect.  In  the  federal  courts, 
such  a  contract  is  void.  Such  limitation  in  Texas  is  forbidden 
by  statute,''*  and  similarly  in  Alabama,''^  and  in  Indiana/'  In 
Pennsylvania,  it  is  held  that  a  common  carrier  may  contract 
against  losses,  due  to  negligence."' 

Charitable  corporations. — A  charitable  corporation  is  an  ex- 
ception to  the  rule  that  corporations  are  liable  for  the  negligence 
and  wrongful  acts  of  their  agents  or  servants ;  though,  it  is  liable, 
in  case  of  negligence  in  employing  or  retaining  such  employes."^ 

§963.  Nuisance;  nonfeasance. — The  mere  fa,ct  of  incorpo- 
ration, gives  the  company  no  more  authority  to  maintain  a  nuis- 
ance, than  an  individual  would  have,  in  a  like  situation.""'  On  an 
indictment  for  a  nuisance,  it  was  said  that,  if  a  corporation  com- 
mits a  trespass  on  private  property,  or  obstructs  a  way  to  the 
special  injury  and  damage  of  an  individual,  no  one  could  doubt 
its  liability  therefor.""  In  like  manner,  and  for  the  same  reason, 
if  they  do  similar  acts,  to  the  inconvenience  and  annoyance  of  the 
public,  th(iy  are  responsible,  in  the  form  and  mode  appropriate  to 
the  prosecution  and  punishment  of  such  offenses."^    Legislative 

53  Columbus,  etc.  Iron  Co.  v.  128  Pa.  St.  217,  5  h.  R.  A.  508,  15- 
Tucker,  48  Ohio  St.  41,  29  Am.  St.      Am.  St.  Rep.  672. 

Rep.   528.  osGlavin  v.   R.   I.   Hospital,   12' 

54  Liverpool,  etc.  Co.  v.  Phoenix      R.  I.  411,  34  Am.  Rep.  675. 

Ins.  Co.,  129  U.  S.  397;  Gulf,  etc.  09  vide  infra,  §  1010;   Powell  v. 

Ry.  V.  Trawick,  68  Tex.  314,  2  Am.  Brookfleld,    etc.    Co.     (Mo.    App. 

St.  Rep.  494.  1904),  78  S.  "W.  646. 

«Ala.   etc.   Ry.   v.   Thomas,   83  00  Commonwealth  v.  Proprietors 

Ala.  343,  3  South.  802.  (1854),  2  Gray,  346. 

B6  Rosenfeld  v.  Peoria,  etc.  Ry.,  01  Commonwealth  v.  Proprietors 

103  Ind.  131,  53  Am.  Rep.  500.  (1854),  2  Gray,  346;  State  v.  Mor- 

67  Porepaugh  v.   Delaware,  etc.,  ris,    etc.    R.    Co.,    23    N.    J.    360;. 
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authority  to  a  railroad  company,, to  bring  its  tracks  within  muni- 
cipal limits,  and  to  construct  shops  and  engine  houses  there,  does 
not  confer  authority  to  maintain  a  nuisance,  by  the  noises  and 
smoke  in,  and  from,  its  engines  and  workshops.*^  But  the  erec- 
tion of  telegraph  poles  in  city  streets,  can  not  be  complained  of 
by  one  not  suffering  special  damage,  when  the  erection  is  author- 
ized by  statute  and  ordinance.^^  Neither  are  telegraph  poles  and 
wires  in  a  public  street,  necessarily  a  nuisance,  which  will  be 
prohibited  at  the  suit  of  one  in  front  of  whose  lot  they  are  erected.'* 
A  corporation  may  be  indicted  for  nonfeasance,  for  failure  to 
perform  a  duty  it  owes  to  the  public,  the  non-performance  of  which 
constitutes  a  public  nuisance,  as,  in  failure  to  repair  a  public 
bridge,^''  or  public  canal,^''  or  failure  of  a  railroad  to  repair  a 
highway,  crossed  by  its  line.*^  For  malfeasance  or  misfeasance, 
a  corporation  is  indictable,  as,  for  creating  a  dam  across  navigable 
river,^*  or  for  excavating  a  public  highway,  or  placing  obstruc- 
tions therein."'  But  a  railroad  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and 
under  his  management,  is  not  indictable,  for  a  nuisance  caused 
by  stoppage  of  its  trains  in  a  public  highway,  thereby  obstruct- 
ing it.^o 

§  964.     Distinction  between  misfeasance  arid  nonfeasance. 
A  distinction  is  drawn  between  the  liability  of  a  corporation  for 

Maund  v.  Monmouthshire  Canal  tist  Ch.  v.  Schenectady,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  4  Man.  &  G.  452;  Queen  v.  Co.  (1848),  5  Barb.  79. 
Birmingham,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  3  Ad.  &  es  Gray  v.  Mutual  Union  Tele- 
El.  N.  S.  223;  Queen  v.  Great  graph  Co.,  12  Mo.  App.  485. 
North,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  9  Ad.  &  El.  e^Hewett  v.  Western  Union 
N.  S.  315;  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  4  Mackey  (D.  G.), 
Broom,  6  Exch.  314.  424,  54  Am.  Rep.  284. 

62  Baltimore,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Fifth  es  Commonwealth      v.      Central 

Baptist  Ch.  (1882),  108  U.  S.  317,  Bridge  Corp.,  12  Cush.  (66  Mass.) 

holding  that  an  action  lies  by  the  242. 

church   in  its  corporate  capacity  ,     86  Delaware,    etc.    Co.    v.    Com- 

against  the  railroad  company  for  monwealth,    60    Pa.    St.    367,    100 

such  a  nuisance  in  running  their  Am.  Dec.  570. 

cars   and   engines,    ringing  bells,  67  New  York,  etc.  Co.  v.  State, 

blowing    off    steam,    and    making  50  N.  J.  Law,  303,  53  N.  J.  Law, 

other  noises  in  the  vicinity  of  a  244;   Louisville,  etc.  Co.  v.  State, 

church,  or  meeting  house,  on  the  3  Head  (Tenn.),  523,  75  Am.  Dec. 

Sabbath,   and  during  public  wor-  778. 

ship,  as  to  annoy  and  molest  the  ss  State  v.  Great  Works,  etc.  Co., 

congregation    worshipping    there  20  Me.  41,  37  Am.  Dec.  38. 

and    greatly    to    depreciate    the  69  State  v.  Ohio,  etc.  Co.,  23  Ind. 

value    of    the    house    and    render  362. 

the  same  unfit  for  a  place  of  re-  fo  state  v.  Vermont,  etc.  Co.,  30 

ligious  worship.     Ace.  First  Bap-  Vt.  108. 
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misfeasance  and  nonfeasance,  but  the  difficulty  in  distinguishing 
the  character  of  these  ofifenses,  strongly  illustrates  the  absurdity 
of  the  doctrine,  that  a  corporation  is  indictable  for  a  nonfeasance, 
but  not  for  a  misfeasance/^  The  distinction  between  a  wrongful 
act  and  a  wrongful  omission,  misfeasance  and  nonfeasance,  has 
been  explicitly  denied.  No  assumption  can  be  more  unfounded. 
Many  occurrences  may  be  easily  conceived,  full  of  annoyance  and 
danger  to  the  public,  and  involving  blame  to  some  individual,  or 
some  corporation,  of  which  the  most  acute  person  could  not 
clearly  define  the  cause,  or  ascribe  them  with  more  correctness 
to  mere  negligence  in  providing  safeguards,  or  to  an  act,  im- 
proper by  nothing  but  the- want  of  safeguards.  If  a  company  be 
authorized  to  make  a  bridge  with  parapets,  but  makes  it  without 
themj  does  the  offense  consist  in  the  construction  of  the  unsecured 
bridge,  or  in  the  neglect  to  secure  it?  If  the  distinction  were 
always  easily  discoverable,  why  should  a  corporation  be  liable 
for  one  species  of  offense  and  not  for  the  other  ?  The  incongruity 
of  allowing  the  exemption,  is  one  Strong  argument  against  it.''^ 
§  965.  Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit. — A  corporation  is 
liable  for  a  trespass  by  its  agent,  whether  Uf>on  land,  or  upon 
other  property,  when  committed  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
by  the  corporation.^'  Trespass  quare  clausum  lies  against  a  cor- 
poration entering  upon  land,  under  color  of  the  power  of  eminent 
domain,  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  its  works,  without  having 
complied  with  all  the  statutory  provisions  respecting  condemna- 
tion, or  without  having  paid  or  deposited,  or  given  security  for, 
the  amount  awarded,  or,  as  in  case  of  a  railroad  company,  when 
it  wastes  lands  lying  beyond  the  limits  of  its  right-of-way,'*  or 

Ti-Tide  infra,  §  1020;   Common-  'a  Foot  v.  City  of  Cincinnati,  9 

wealth    V.    Proprietors    (1854),    7  Ohio,  31,  34  Am.  Dec.  420. 

Gray,  346;   Queen  v.  Great  North,  TiBlodgett  v.  Utlca,  etc.  R.  Co., 

etc.  Ry.,  9  Ad.  &  El.  N.  R.  325.  64  Barb.  480;  Cohen  v.  St.  Louis, 

72  Regina  v.  Great  Northern,  etc.  etc.  R.  Co.,   34  Kan.   158,  55  Am. 

R.  Co.,   9  Q.   B.   324,  where  Lord  Rep.  242;  Eaton  v.  Boston,  etc.  R. 

Denman  continued:    "The  law   is  Co.,   51  N.   H.   504,   12   Am.   Rep. 

often  entangled  In  technical   em-  147;  Lee  v.  Pembroke  Iron  Co.,  57 

barrassments,    but   there   is   none  Me.   481,   2   Am.   Rep.   59;    Beach 

here.     It  is  as  easy  to  charge  one  on  Railways,   §§   830,   851,   where 

person  or  a  body  corporate  with  this  subject  is  .fully  treated.     See 

erecting  a  bar  across  a  public  road  also  Imboden  v.  Etowah,  etc.  Mln- 

as  with  the  non-repair  of  it;   and  ing  Co.,  70  Ga.  86;  Hobbs  v.  Aman- 

they  may  as  well  be  compelled  to  dor,   etc.   Canal   Co.,   66  Cal.   161. 

,pay  a  price  for  an  act  as  for  the  But  where  the  evidence  in  a  case 

oinission."  failed  to  show  that  defendant,  a 


1 930.]  TOETs/  1491 

nnder  color  of  a  statute  which  does  not  confer  the  authority,'" 
or  under  a  statute  which  makes  no  provision  for  compensation.'" 
A  malicious  and  oppressive  trespass  by  a  railway's  agents,  upon 
the  rights  of  a  telegraph  company,  in  pulling  up  its  poles,  upon 
the  alleged  ground  that  they  were  upon  the  railroad's  right-of- 
way,  may  entitle  it  to  exemplary  or  punitive  damages,  when  the 
result  of  the  trespass  is  to  impair  its  credit,  and  subject  it  to  the 
expense  of  litigation.  The  sense  of  wrong  and  insult,  consequent 
on  the  trespass,  which,  as  between  natural  persons,  entitles  one 
to  redress  by  way  of  exemplary  damages,  has,  however,  no  ap- 
plication in  a  suit  by  a  corporation."  But  it  has  been  held,  that 
in  an  award  of  two  hundred  dollars,  as  actual,  and  ten  thousand 
dollars,  as  exemplary,  damages,  the  disproportion  was  so  great 
as  to  manifest  that  spirit  of  prejudice  or  partiality  in  a  jury, 
which  required  a  reversal  of  the  judgment."  In  an  action 
against  a  corporation  for  malicious  trespass,  declarations  af  a 
servant  indicating  his  own  indifference  to-  the  consequences  of  the 
trespass,  are  inadmissible ;  but  declarations,  made  by  him,  prior  to 
the  completion  of  the  trespass,  as  to  matters  within  the  scope 
of  his  employment,  are  admissible,  to  show  the  animus  of  de- 
fendant.'" 

§  966.  Torts  involving  malice. — Although  it  has  been  said 
that,  owing  to  its  nature,  a  corporation  can  not  commit  a  tort 
involving  malice,  since  "it  must  be  shown  that  the  defendant  was 
actuated  by  motive  in  his  mind,  and  a  corporation  has  no  mind,"*" 
nevertheless,  the  malice  of  its  agents  may  be  imputed  to  the  cor- 
poration, and  it  may  be  held  liable  for  their  malicious  wrongs, 

water     company,     had    not    used  R.  Co.,  5  Hill,  170;  Trenton  Water 

proper  care  in  repairing  its  dam.  Power  Co.  v.  Raff,  56  N.  J.  335; 

the    breaking    of    which    injured  Williamson  v.  Canal  Co.,  78  N.  C. 

plaintiff's      mining      claim,      and  156;  Cogswell  v.  Essex  Mill  Co.,  6 

washed  away  his  tools,  the  judg-  Pick.    94;     Beach    on    Railways, 

xnent  in  plaintiff's  favor  for  dam-  §  851. 

ages  was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  '^  International,   etc.   R.   Co.   v. 

ordered.    Weidekind  v.  Tuolumne  Telephone,  etc.  Co.  (1887),  69  Tex. 

County  Water  Co.  (1887),  74  Cal.  277,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  45. 

386.  ''?  International,   etc.  R.   Co.   v. 

75  Beach    on    Railways,    §    851,  Telephone,  etc.  Co.  (1887),  69  Tex. 

and  cases  there  cited;  Whitehead  277,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  45. 

y.    Arkansas    Central   R.   Co.,   28  '» International,   etc.  R.   Co.   v. 

Ark.  460;    Secomb  v.  Milwaukee,  Telephone,  etc.  Co.  (1887),  69  Tex. 

«tc.  R.  Co.,  49  How.  Pr.  75;  Penn-  277,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  45. 

sylvania  R.  Co.  V.  Eby,  107  Pa.  St.  »oVide,  infra,   §   1017;    McClel- 

166.  Ian  v.  Cumberland,  24  Me.  566. 

78  Seneca  R.  Co.  v.  Auburn,  etc. 
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when  committed  in  a  transaction  within  the  scope  of  their  author- 
ity;'^ and  so,  a  corporation,  to  the  same  extent  as  an  individual, 
may  be  held  liable  in  an  action  for  libel,'^  or  for  conspiracy,'^  or 
for  malicious  false  arrest,  or  imprisonment.'* 

§  967.  Whether  a  corporation  may  act  maliciously. — It  has 
been  argued,  that,  inasmuch  as  a  malicious  motive,  and  a  criminal 
intent,  can  not  be  attributed  to  a  corporation  in  its  corporate 
capacity,  it  is  not  indictable  for  those  crimes,  of  which  malice  or 
some  specific  criminal  intent,  is  an  essential  ingredient.'^  A  dis- 
tinction is  drawn  between  acts,  injurious  in  their  effects,  and  for 
which  the  actor  is  liable  without  regard  to  the  motive  which 
prompted  them,  and  conduct,  the  character  of  which  depends  upon 
the  motive,  and  which,  apart  from  such  a  motive,  can  not  be  made 
the  ground  of  legal  responsibility.  If  this  distinction  were  well 
taken,  it  would  follow  that,  since  a  corporation,  as  such,  is  incap- 
able of  malice,  it  is  not  liable  for  a  malicious  prosecution.  The  lead- 
ing American  cases,  holding  that  malicious  prosecution  does  not 
lie  against  a  corporation,  because  it  can  not  be  guilty  of  a  mali- 
cious intent,  have  been  overruled." 

§  968.  Malicious  prosecution. — It  is  not  only  in  cases  where 
a  prosecution  has  been  instituted,  by  the  command  of  the  cor- 
poration acting  through  its  directors,  that  it  may  be  sued  for 
malicious  prosecution.'''  In  order  to  maintain  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  against  a  corporation,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  show  an  express  authority  from  the  corporation  to  carry  it  on, 
but  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  prosecution  was  commenced, 
and  carried  on,  by  agents  of  the  corporation,  in  its  interest,  and 
for  its  benefit,  and  that  they  acted  within  the  scope  of  the  authority 
conferred  upon  them  by  the  corporation."    Thus,  a  corporation 

81  Philadelphia,  etc.  Co.  v.  Quig-  qualification  as  to  torts  within 
ley,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  202.  the  scope  of  an  agent's  authority 

82  Philadelphia,  etc.  Co.  v.  Quig-  by  Gillet  v.  Missouri,  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
ley,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  202.  55  Mo.  315;  and  Owsley  v.  Mont- 

83  Zinc,  etc.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  gomery,  etc.  R.  Co.,  37  Ala.  560, 
Bank,  etc.,  103  Wis.  125,  74  Am.  in  effect  overruled  by  South,  etc. 
St.  Rep.  845.  R.  Co.  v.  Chappell,   61   Ala.   529, 

siLake  Shore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pren-  and    by    Boogher    v.    Life    Assn. 

tice,  147  U.  S.  101;   Goodspeed  v.  (1882),  75  Mo.  319;  and  Jordan  v. 

Bank,  22  Conn.  530,  58  Am.  Dec.  Alabama,  etc.  R.  Co.,  74  Ala.  85,. 

439.  respectively. 

85  Owsley  V.  Montgomery,  etc.  si  yiae  infra,  §  1023;  Boogher 
R.  Co.,  37  Ala.  560.  V.  Life  Assn.   (1882),  75  Mo.  319, 

86  Childs  v.   Bank   of  Missouri,  42  Am.  Rep.  413. 

17   Mo.    218,   followed   only   with         ss  Boogher  v.  Life  Assn  (1882),. 
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may  be  held  liable,  for  malicious  prosecution  instituted  by  a  gen- 
eral agent,^^  or  even  by  his  subordinate  agent.'"  In  such  cases, 
the  corporation  and  servant  can  be  made  joint  defendants.'^ 
A  department-store  corporation  may  be  held  liable,  for  exemplary 
damages  for  illegal  arrest  of  an  employe,  by  one  of  its  chief 
officers."^  A  bank  may  be  held  liable,  in  damages  for  malicious 
intent,  in  arrest  of  an  alderman,  for  introducing  a  privileged  res- 
olution claimed  to  be  libelous."''  A  corporation  may  be  held 
liable,  for  a  malicious  prosecution,'*  but  not  when  brought  upon 
advice  of  counsel  in  criminal  proceedings.'"  The  corporation  is 
not  bound,  in  case  of  suit  brought  by  it  against  defendant  in 
criminal  prosecution,  at  the  instance  of  an  attorney,  who  was 
not  expressly  authorized  to  bring  the  suit.'* 

§  969.  False  imprisorunent. — Even  cases  that  deny  the 
liability  of  a  corporation  for  malicious  prosecution,  admit  their 
liability  for  false  imprisonment.''^  A  railway  company,  though 
it  be  a  corporation,  is  liable  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment, 
if  that  imprisonment  be  committed  by  the  authority  of  the  com- 
pany ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  that  authority  be  under  seal." 
The  malicious  and  oppressive  conduct  of  an  agent  of  a  cor- 
poration, and  his  wanton  and  reckless  disregard  of  a  person's 
right  in  procuring  his  false  imprisonment,  may  subject  the  com- 
pany to  damages."  And,  in  an  aggravated  case,  it  will  be  liable 
in  punitive  damages.^ 

75  Mo.  325,  42  Am.  Rep.  413;   ap-  21  Ind.  App.   36;   Reed  V.  Loose- 
proving  Fenton  v.  Machine  Co.,  9  more  (1900),  197  Pa.  St.  261. 
Phila.  189.  "^  Atchison,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Brown 

89  Turner    v.    Phoenix    Ins.    Co.  (1897),  57  Kan.  785,  48  Pac.  31. 
(1884),   55  Mich.   236;    Hussey  v.  oe  Beiswanger    v.    Am.    etc.    Co. 

King    (1887),  98  N.  C.  34,  2  Am.  (Md.  1904),  57  Atl.  202. 
St.  Rep.  312.  ST  Vide  infra,  §  1025;  Owsley  v. 

90 Moore    v.     Metropolitan    Ry.  Montgomery,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1861),  37 

(1872),    L.    R.    8    Q.    B.    36.     Cf.  Ala.  560.    The  court  said  that  the 

Wheeler,  etc.  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Boyce  same     reasoning    that     sustained 

(1887),  36  Kan.  350.  cases  in  trespass  against  corpora- 

91  Hussey  v.  Norfolk  Southern  tlons  applied  to  trespass  for  false 
R.  Co.   &  King    (1887),   98  N.  C.  imprisonment. 

34,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  312.  os  Goff  v.   Great  Northern   Ry., 

92  Bingham  v.  Lipman,  etc.  Co.  3  El.  &  El.  672;  Eastern  Counties 
(Oreg.  1901),  67  Pac.  98;  Schwar-  Ry.  Co.  v.  Broom,  6  Ex.  314. 
tung  V.  Van  Wie,  etc.  Co.  (1902),  99  Wheeler,   etc.   Manuf.   Co.   v. 
69  N.  Y.  App.  T)iv.  282.  Boyce   (1887),  38  Kan.  356. 

83  Wachsmuth  v.  Merchants'  Na-  1  Wheeler,    etc.    Manuf.    Co.    v. 

tional  Bank  (1893),  96  Mich.  426,  Boyce    (1887),    36   Kan.    350.     In 

21  L.  R.  A.  278.  this  case  the  plaintiff  below  was 

94Feighner   v.    Delaney    (1898),  thrust  into  a  jail  at  the  instance 
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§  970.  Libel.  Civil  liability.  Libel  by  mercantile  reporting- 
agency.  Libel  in  admiralty. — A  corporation  may  be  held 
civilly  responsible  for  libel.^  Thus,  an  action  for  libel  is  maintain- 
able against  a  joint-stock  company,  or  corporation  which  pub- 
lishes a  newspaper  in  which  the  libel  is  maintained.'  A  railroad 
corporation  is  liable  in  tort  for  the  publication  of  a  libel,  where 
a  libelous  extract  from  a  newspaper,  indicating  that  a  neighboring 
ticket  broker  was  not  a  reliable  person  from  whom  to  buy  tickets, 
was  kept  posted  forty  days  in  a  conspicuous  place  in  an  ofKce  of 
the  road  arranged  especially  for  the  sale  and  advertising  of  rail- 
road tickets,  under  the  immediate  charge  of  an  employe,  and  the 
general  passenger  ageht,  although  notified,  had  refused  to  inter- 
fere with  the  posting.*  So,  where  a  railroad  corporation,  by  its 
superintendent  prepared  a  "discharge  list,"  wherein  a  criminal 
act  was  assigned  as  the  reason  for  the  discharge  of  an  employe, 
and  sent  the  list  to  all  of  its  agents  who  had  power  to  employ 
men  for  the  company,  this  was  considered  to  be  a  sufficient  pub- 


of  the  agent  of  the  defendant 
below,  without  warning  or  trial, 
when  there  was  no  civil  or  crim- 
inal suit  pending  against  him,  and 
kept  there  for  ten  days  with  seven- 
teen or  eighteen  prisoners  who 
were  either  charged  with  or  con- 
victed with  crime.  The  sewing 
machine  sought  to  be  recovered 
from  his  wife  had  been  paid  for, 
and  belonged  absolutely  to  her; 
and  defendants  with  knowledge 
of  this  fact  undertook  to  compel 
the  payment  of  money  not  due, 
or  the  recovery  of  the  property 
which  they  did  not  own,  by  the 
arrest  and  incarceration  of  the 
plaintiff  without  cause  and  in  a 
manner  that  was  clearly  illegal. 
Apart  from  the  loss  of  time,  and 
interruption  to  his  business,  as 
well  as  the  humiliation  and  in- 
dignity suffered  by  him  by  being 
thrust  into  jail  upon  a  false 
charge,  it  appears  that  the  con- 
finement resulted  in  his  sickness; 
"and  when  we  consider  the  ma- 
licious and  oppressive  conduct  of 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  case 
is  one  which  calls  for  the  inflic- 


tion of  exemplary  or  punitive 
damages,  we  can  only  '  conclude 
that  the  verdict  of  one  thousand 
dollars  in  favor  of  the.  plaintiff 
was  fully  justified,  if  not  too 
small.  We  say  without  hesitation, 
that  an  award  of  a  larger  amount 
would  not  have  been  disturbed  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  excessive." 

2  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rich- 
mond (1881),  73  Tex.  568;  Bacon 
V.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  Co.  (1884), 
55  Mich.  224;  Philadelphia,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Quigley,  21  How.  202;  State 
V.  Atchison,  3  Lea,  729,  31  Am. 
Rep.  663;  Fogg  v.  Boston,  etc.  R. 
Co.  (1889),  148  Mass.  513,  12  Am. 
St.  Rep.  583;  Samuels  v.  Evening 
Mail  Assn.,  75  N.  Y.  604,  revers- 
ing 9  Hun,  288;  Whitfield  v. 
South  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  El.  B.  & 
E.  115. 

3  "Van  Aernam  v.  Bleistein,  102 
N.  Y.  355;  Evening  Journal  Assn. 
V.  McDermott,  44  N.  J.  L.  430,  43 
Am.  Rep.  392. 

i  Fogg  V.  Boston,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1889),  148  Mass.  513,  12  Am.  St. 
Rep.  583. 
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lication  to  support  an  action  for  libel.'  A  necessary  correlative 
to  the  principle  of  the  exercise  of  corporate  powers  and  faculties, 
by  legal  representatives,,  is  the  recognition  of  corporate  respons- 
ibility for  the  acts  of  those  representatives."  To  establish  liability, 
however,  the  publication  must  be  shown  to  have  been  made  by 
the  company's  authority,  or  to  have  been  ratified  by  it,  or  to 
have  been  made  by  one  of  its  servants  or  agents  in  the  course  of 
the  business  in  which  he  was  employed,'  and,  if  made  in  the 
course  of  his  business,  the  company  is  liable,  even  though  it  was 
ift  excess  of  his  authority  and  wrongful.^  The  law  can  not  be 
invoked,  however,  to  redress  every  breach  of  good  morals  or 
manners  in  newspaper  publications.'    An  alleged  libeli   is   not 


5  Bacon  v.  Michigan,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1884),   55   Mich.   224. 

6  Philadelphia,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Quigley,  21  How.  202.  The  con- 
tention of  the  railway  company 
in  this  case  was  that  being  a  cor- 
poration with  defined  and  limited 
faculties  and  who  were  concerned 
in  the  publication  of  the  libel. 
But  the  court  said:  "To  support 
this  argument,  we  should  be  re- 
quired to  concede  that  a  corporate 
body  could  only  act  within  the 
limits  and  according  to  the  fac- 
ulties determined  by  the  act  of  in- 
corporation, and  therefore  that  no 
crime  or  offense  can  be  imputed 
to  it.  That,  although  illegal  acts 
mights  be  committed  for  the  ben- 
efit or  within  the  service  of  the 
corporation,  and  to  accomplish 
objects  for  which  it  was  created 
by  their  dominant  body,  that  such 
acts,  not  being  contemplated  by 
their  charter,  must  be  referred  to 
the  rational  and  sensible  agents 
who  performed  them,  and  the 
whole  responsibility  must  be  lim- 
ited to  those  agents,  and  we  should 
be  forced,  as  a  legitimate  conse- 
quence, to  conclude  that  no  action 
ex  delicto  or  indictment  will  lie 
against  a  corporation  for  any  mis- 
feasance. But  this  conclusion 
would  be  entirely  inconsistent 
with  the  legislation  and  juris- 
prudence of  the  states  of  the 
Union  relative  to  these  artificial 


persons.  Legislation  has  encour- 
aged their  organization,  as  they 
concentrate  and  employ  the  In- 
telligence, energy  and  capital  of 
society  for  the  development  of  en- 
terprises of  public  utility.  The 
powers  of  the  corporation  are 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  govern- 
ing body  selected  by  the  members, 
who  manage  its  affairs,  and  who 
appoint  the  agents  that  exercise 
its  faculties  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  object  of  Its  being. 
But  thesei  agents  may  Infringe 
the  rights  of  persons  who  are  un- 
connected with  the  corporation, 
or  who  are  brought  Into  relations 
of  business  or  intercourse  with 
it." 

7  Fogg  V.  Boston,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1889),  148  Mass.  513,  12  Am.  St. 
Rep.  583. 

8  Fogg  V.  Boston,  etc.  R.  Co. 
(1889),  148  Mass.  513,  12  Am.  St. 
Rep.  583;  Home  v.  Newmarch,  12 
Allen,  49;  Hawes  v.  Knowles,  114 
Mass.  518,  19  Am.  Rep.- 383;  Levi 
V.  Brooks,  121  Mass.  501;  Goddard 
V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  57  Me.  202, 
2  Am.  Rep.  39;  Philadelphia,  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Duby,  14  How.  468. 

8  Stewart  v.  Minnesota  Tribune 
Co.  (1889),  40  Minn.  101,  12  Am. 
St.  Rep.  696,  where  it  was  held 
that  a  statement  that  a  profes- 
sional man  had  moved  his  office 
to  his  house  to  save  expenses  was 
not  libelous. 
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proved,  by  the  fact  that  the  manager  of  the  corporation  dictated 
the  matter,  complained  of  as  libelous,  to  a  stenographer,  who  wrote 
it  out,  and  mailed  it.^"  A  newspaper  corporation  may  be  liable, 
for  exemplary  damages  for  libel,  for  a  publication  by  its  agents, 
acting  within  scope  of  their  authority.^^  A  corporation,  acting  as 
a  commercial  agency,  is  liable,  for  false  and  defamatory  publica- 
tions, when  natural  persons  would  be  held  liable.  Their  reports 
are  privileged  communications,  only  when  made  to  a  subscriber 
interested  in  the  pecuniary  standing  of  the  merchant  reported.^^ 
But  the  publication  by  a  mercantile  agency,  organized  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  and  reporting  the  financial  standing  and 
ability  of  merchants,  traders,  and  other  business  men,  in  reports 
issued  and  sent  to  the  agency's  subscribers,  that  a  judgment  had 
been  recovered  against  plaintiff,  is  not  libelous  per  se;  and  in  an 
action  therefor,  when  the  complaint  contains  no  allegation  of 
special  damage,  there  is  no  question  for  the  jury.^'  The  circum- 
stances under  which  a  publication  is  made  concerning  a  party, 
and  other  matter  published  with  it,  may  tend  to  characterize  the 
words  used,  so  as  to  give  to  them  an  import,  productive  of  an 
imputation  which  otherwise  they  could  not  have."^*  In  cases  of 
that  character,  there  may  be  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine, 
in  view  of  the  situation  and  relation  so  represented,  and  upon 
their  finding  may  be  dependent  the  question,  whether  the  words 
used  are  libelous.  In  these  mercantile  reports,  there  is  nothing 
except  the  import  of  the  words  themselves,  to  characterize  their 
purpose  or  effect,  other  than  the  fact  that  the  business  of  the 
company  is  to  furnish  information  of  the  pecuniary  condition 
of  persons,  whose  vocations  are  such,  as  to  be  likely  to  render 
business  credit  desirable.  It  is  not  seen  that  the  character  of 
the  enterprise  in  which  these  companies  are  engaged,  gives  to 
the  mere  statement  of  what  purports  to  be  a  fact,  anything  more 
than  is  expressed  or  fairly  implied.  The  meaning  of  words,  in 
an  action  of  slander  or  libel,  can  not  be  extended  by  innuendo  be- 
yond their  import,  aided,  as  they  may  be,  by  extrinsic  facts  with 
wh'ich  they  are  connected.     The  use  of  extrinsic  evidence,  is  to 

10  Owen  V.  Ogilvie,  etc.  Co.  is  Woodruff  v.  Bradstreet  Co. 
(1898),  32  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  465.  (N.  Y.),  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  475. 

11  Times,  etc.  Co.  v.  Carlisle  i*  This  was  Illustrated  in  the 
(1899),  94  Fed.  762;  Bello  v.  Pul-  cases  of  Zier  v.  Hofflin.  33  Minn, 
ler  (1892),  84  Tex.  450.  66;   Shepheard  v.  Whltaker,  L.  R. 

"Bradstreet  Co.  v.  Gill  (1888),  10  C.  P.  502;  Erber  v.  Dun,  12 
72  Tex.  115,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  768.      Fed.  Rep.  526. 
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explain  the  application  of  words  in  connection  with  such  facts  as 
are  alleged.  Unless  facts  be  alleged,  which  will  justify  the  infer- 
ence that  a  publication  of  this  character  carries  with  it  any  mean- 
ing, essentially  different  from  that  it  would  have,  if  taken  from 
any  other  source,  the  same  rule  will  be  applied.  The  fact  that 
its  apparent  authenticity  may  have  been  greater,  is  not  import- 
ant.^" Where  an  allegel  libel  consists  in  the  publication  by  a 
mercantile  reporting  agency,  for  the  information  of  its  subscribers, 
of  a  sheet  containing,  among  other  business  men's  names,  that  of 
plaintiff,  followed  by  asterisks, — with  no  proof  of  any  meaning  at- 
tached thereto,  except  the  testimony  of  defendant's  superintendent, 

special  damages  were  alleged  and 
proved,  and  so  far  as  it  there  ap- 
pears, the  main  ground  of  defense, 
upon  the  law,  was  that  publication 
was  privileged.  That  was  the 
only  question  considered  on  re- 
view. By  a  divided  court  it  was 
held  not  privileged.  Upon  that 
proposition  the  views  of  the  court 
.  in  Sunderlin  v.  Bradstreet,  46  N. 
Y.  188,  were  adopted.  The  dis- 
tinction in  principle  between  the 
King  Case  and  the  present  one, 
as  well  in  the  character  of  the 
report  as  in  that  of  the  damages 
alleged,  is  obvious.  There  the 
purport  of  the  publication  was 
that  the  plaintiff  had  mortgaged 
her  stock  of  goods  to  secure  an 
existing  debt,  and  thus  placed  her- 
self in  a  situation  liable  to  result 
in  embarrassment  by  means  of 
the  opportunity  furnished  by  givr 
ing  the  mortgage  to  interrupt  and 
break  up  her  business.  In  such 
case  an  inference  might  be  permit- 
ted that  she  would  not  place  her- 
self in  that  situation  without  an 
existing  necessity  for  the  protec- 
tion of  her  business  arising  out  of 
inability  to  pay.  In  that  respect 
that  case  is  distinguishable  from 
Newbold  v.  Bradstreet,  57  Md.  38. 
The  additional  cases  cited  do  not 
seem  to  require  any  special  at- 
tention or  comment  here.  These 
views  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  judgment  should  be  affirmed." 
All  concurred,  except  Follett,  C. 
J.,  and  Vann,  J.,  not  sitting. 


15  Woodruff  V.  Bradstreet  Co. 
(N.  Y.  1889),  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J. 
475,  where  the  court  per  Bradley, 
J.,  continued:  "The  cases  cited  by 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  have  been 
examined,  and  none  of  them  seem 
to  support  his  contention.  In 
"Williams  v.  Smith,  L.  R.  22  Q.  B.- 
Div.  134,  the  publication  in  the 
Matters'  Gazette,  London,  for  De- 
cember, 1887,  was  to  the  effect 
that  a  judgment  recovered  against 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  hatter,  on 
the  13th  day  of  October  previous, 
remained  unpaid.  This  appeared 
under  headings,  and  in  a  column 
known  as  a  "black  list."  The 
judgment  was  recovered  as  stated, 
and  had  been  paid.  It  was  held 
that  the  place  where  the  words 
vsrere  located  in  the  Gazette,  and 
the  inference  which  was  permit- 
ted by  their  ]ise — that  the  judg- 
ment remained  unpaid — ^thus  in- 
dicating the  plaintiff's  default, 
justified  the  interpretation  given 
by  the  jury,  which  rendered  the 
publication  libelous.  That  case  is 
distinguishable  from  the  present 
one  by  reasons  which  may  sup- 
port that  recovery  without  aiding 
the  plaintiff  in  this  action.  In 
King  V.  Patterson,  49  N.  J.  417, 
the  alleged  libel  was  the  publica- 
tion of  a  statement  to  the  effect, 
as  construed,  that  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  engaged  in  the  clothing 
business,  had  put  a  chattel  mort- 
•gage  on  her  stock  of  goods.  The 
■case    as    reported    indicates    that 
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who  testifies  that  they  referred  only  to  a  marginal  note  directing 
persons,  desirous  of  further  information  concerning  the  person, 
in  connection  with  whose  name  they  occurred,  to  call  at  defendant's 
office, — a  verdict  for  the  defendant  should  be  directed,  as  the  char- 
acters are  not  libelous  per  se,  and  are  not  shown  to  have  any  libel- 
ous significance  as  used.^°  A  libel  in  admiralty  will  lie  against 
a  corporation,  as  against  a  natural  person,  under  like  circum- 
stances, to  enforce  a  maritime  contract,  or  to  recover  damages  in 
case  of  tort.^'' 

§  971.  Personal  injuries  by  violence;  liability  in  damages.—;- 
No  case  appears,  of  indictment  of  a  corporation,  for  an  act  of 
personal  violence,  but  it  has  been  held  civilly  liable  in  exemplary 
damages  for  assaults  and  batteries  by  its  employes  while  en- 
gaged in  its  service,  as  in  railroad  cases.^'  When  such  act  is 
done  intentionally,  grossly,  and  wilfully,  exemplary  damages . 
against  a  corporation  are  allowed  by  statute  in  most  of  the  States.^* 
A  private  corporation  may  be  made  a  defendant  in  an  action 
to  recover  damages  for  persona!  injuries,^"  whether  to  its  own 
employes  and  servants,^^  or  to  strangers,^^  or  to  persons,  to  whom 
it  owes  peculiar  obligations  growing  out  of  the  relation  between 
passenger  and  carrier.^'  But  the  distinction  between  the  lia- 
bilities of  private  and  public  corporations,  is  of  importance  in 
this  connection.^*  For  example,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  "House 
of  Refuge,"  founded  for  the  care,  custody,  and  reformation  of 
convict,  vagrant,  or  incorrigible  youths,  being  a  charitable  or- 
ganization, is  not  liable,  for  damages  for  an  assault  by  one  of 
its  officers  on  an  inmate.''"  This  distinction  was  involved  in  a 
recent  case  in  Massachusetts,  in  which  an  organization  for  dis- 

16  Kingsbury  v.  Bradstreet  Co.  Young,  21  Ohio  St.  518,  8  Am.  Rep. 
(N.  Y.  1889),  6  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  78;  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.  v. 
474.  Broom,     6     Ex.     314.       See     also 

17  The   Comanche,    8   Wall.    (U.  §  1030o,  infra. 

S.)   448.  21  Beach    on    Railways,    §    971; 

18  Hewitt  V.  Swift,  3  Allen,  420;  Beach  on  Contributory  Negligence, 
Holmes    v.    Wakefield,    12    Allen,      §§  371-373. 

580.  22  Beach  on  Railways,  §  970. 

18  Singer   Manuf.    Co.    v.    Hold-  23  Beach    on    Railways,    §§    972 

fodt,  86  111.  455.  et  seq. 

20  Moore  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.,  4  24  Insurance  Patrol  v.  Boyd,  120 

Gray,   465;    Hanson  v.   European,  Pa.   St.   624;    Newcomb  v.   Boston 

etc.  Ry.   Co.,    62   Me.   84,   16   Am.  Protective      Department       (Mass. 

Rep.    404;    McKinley   v.    Chicago,  1890),  8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  65. 

etc.  R.  Co.,  44  Iowa,  314,  24  Am.  25  perry  v.  House  of  Refuge,  6S 

Rep.    748;    Passenger    R.    Co.    v.  Md.  20,  52  Am.  Rep.  495. 
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covering  and  preventing  fires,  and  saving  life  and  property,  was 
held  to  be  a  private,  and  not  a  charitable  corporation,  and  ac- 
cordingly, liable  for  any  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  of  its 
servants.^^  A  corporation  and  its  agents  may  be  joined,  as  de- 
fendants in  an  action  to  recover  damages,  resulting  from  an 
assault  and  battery,  committed  by  the  latter,  under  the  previous 
authority  or  subsequent  ratification  of  the  former;"  although 
there  is  a  case,  holding  that  an  action  for  assault  and  battery, 
Virill  not  lie  against  a  corporation  joined  as  defendant  in  such  an 
action.  If  so  joined,  the  writ  is  abatable  as  to  all.^^  A  civil  suit, 
to  recover  damages  for  injuries,  resulting  in  death,  could  not  be 
maintained  at  common  law.^'  This  defect  has  been  remedied  in 
England  by  Lord   Campbell's  Act,    which  provides    a  method. 


26  Newcomb  v.  Boston  Protective 
Department  (Mass.  1890),  8  Ry.  & 
Corp.  L.  J.  65'.  In  this  case  tne 
defendant  was  incorporated  Dy 
Stat.  Mass.  1874,  ch.  61,  wtilcn 
limits  its  membership  to  officers 
and  agents  of  Are  insurance  com- 
panies in  the  city  of  Boston.  The 
act  gives  the  corporation  power 
to  maintain  a  corps  of  men  and 
suitable  apparatus  for  discovering 
and  preventing  fires  and  saving 
life  and  property,  and  its  employ- 
ees are  given  the  right  to  enter 
buildings  and  assist  at  fires,  and 
have  certain  rights  in  the  streets, 
subordinate  to  those  of  the  lire 
department.  The  expenses  of  the 
corporation  are  paid  by  assess- 
ments on  all  fire  insurance  agen- 
cies or  organizations  doing  busi- 
ness in  Boston,  which  are  required 
to  make  a  report  of  the  aggregate 
amount  of  premiums  received  by 
each,  and  a  .penalty  is  provided  tor 
a  failure  to  make  report.  The 
corporation  has  no  capital  stocy, 
and  has  no  income  except  from 
the  assessments;  and  in  levying 
assessments,  no  distinction  is 
made  between  companies  that  are 
members  of  the  corporation  and 
those  which  are  not.  The  evi- 
dence was  that  no  distinction  was 
made  at  fires  in  protecting  in- 
sured property  and  that  which  was 


not  insured,  and  that  it  would  be 
impracticable  to  make  a  dlstin''- 
tion.  And,  as  stated  in  the  text, 
it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was 
a  private  and  not  a  charitable  cor- 
poration, and  liable  for  the  negli- 
gence of  its  servants.  "The  de- 
fendant," said  the  court,  "places 
great  reliance  upon  insurance 
Patrol  v.  Boyd,  120  Pa.  St.  624, 
which  somewhat  resembles  the 
case  at  bar.  But  in  that  case 
membership  in  the  corporation 
was  open  to  everybody,  and  the 
expenses  were  wholy  paid  by  vol- 
untary contributions." 

27  Moore  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.,  4 
Gray,  465;  Hewett  v.  Swift,  3  Al- 
len, 420;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
Vandiver,  42  Pa.  St.  365;  Eastern 
Counties  Ry.  Co.  v.  Broom,  6  W. 
H.  &  G.  314. 

28  Orr  V.  Bank  of  the  United 
States  (1821),  1  Ohio,  36,  13  Am. 
Dec.  588.  This  case  gives  a  lair 
statement  of  certain  obsolete  legal 
principles  regarding  the  law  of 
corporations  and  the  reasons  upon 
which  they  were  supposed  to  be 
founded.  The  case  was  follow.gd  In 
Poote  v.  City  of  Cincinnati,  9  Ohio, 
31,  but  is  inconsistent  with  At- 
lantic, etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Dunn,  ly 
Ohio  St.  162,  and  Passenger  K.  (jo. 
V.  Young,  21  Ohio  St.  518. 

29  Beach  on  Railways,  §  loio. 
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whereby  the  family  of  the  deceased  may  recover  compensation;^" 
and  similar  acts  have  been  passed  by  the  legislatures  of  the 
American  States."^  In  Maine,  New  Hampshire  and  Massachu- 
setts, indictment  and  fine  is  used,  as  a  method  of  recovering  dam- 
ages for  causing  death,  the  fine  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  de- 
ceased's relatives. '° 

§  972.  Offense  committed  under  legislative  authority. — A 
•corporation  is  not  indictable  for  an  ofifense,  when  acting  strictly 
within  its  express  powers,  constitutionally  conferred  to  do  the 
•offensive  act,  though  such  offensive  act  would  constitute  a  nuis- 
ance, or  trespass,  if  the  corporation  were  without  such  powers, 
•as,  in  the  obstruction  of  the  streets,  by  a  street  railway  company.^^ 
"If  the  thing  done  is  within  the  statute,  it  is  clear  that  no  com- 
pensation can  be  afforded,  for  any  damages  sustained  thereby,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  the  statute  itself  has  provided  it,  and  this  is  clear, 
on  the  legal  pi-esumption  that  the  act  creating  the  damage,  be- 
ing within  the  statute,  must  be  a  lawful  act."^*  When  the  corpo- 
ration claims  charter,  or  other  statutory  authority  to  do  an  act, 
causing  injury  to  others,  and  which  would  constitute  a  trespass 
■or  nuisance,  in  the  absence  of  such  authority, — it  is  to  be  strictly 
construed  against  the  corporation,  and  in  favor  of  the  public.^^ 

§  973-  Fraud  of  its  officers  and  agents,  is  fraud  of  the  cor- 
poration.— A  corporation  may  be  guilty  of  fraud,  the  fraud  of 
its  officers  and  agents  in  the  course  of  corporate  dealings,  being  in 
law  the  fraud  of  the  corporation.**"     Thus,  it  is  liable,  in  an  action 

30  Beach  on  Railways,  §  1010,  v.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.,  107  Mass. 
citing  Blake  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  236;  Commonwealth  v.  Fitchburg 
18  Q.  B.  93;  Duckworth  v.  John-  R.  Co.,  11  Allen,  189;  Common- 
son,  4  Hurl.  &  N.  653;  Boulter  v.  wealth  v.  Vermont,  etc.  R.  Co.,  108 
Webster,  11  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  598;  Mass.  7;  Commonwealth  v.  Fitch- 
Pym  V.  Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.,  4  burg  R.  Co.,  120  Mass.  372;  Com- 
Best  &  Sm.  396.  monwealth  v.  Boston,  etc.  R.  Co., 

31  Bro-nm  v.  Buffalo,  etc.  R.  Co.,  126  Mass.  61;  Commonwealth  v. 
22  N.  Y.  191;  Cooley  on  Torts,  East  Boston,  etc.  Co.,  13  Allen, 
*271;   2  Thompson  on  Negligence,  589. 

1  90;  Beach  on  Railways,  §  1010.  ss  State  v.  Louisville,  etc.  Co.,  86 

32  State  V.  Maine  Central  R.  Co.,      Ind,.  114. 

'60  Me.  490;  State  v.  Grand  Trunk  34  Duncan  v.  Findlater,  6  Clark 

Ry.  Co.,  61  Me.  114;   Boston,  etc.  &  F.  89^. 

R.  Co.  V.  State  (1855),  32  N.  H.  sb  Coolidge  v.  Williams,  4  Mass. 
215;  Commonwealth  v.  Boston,  etc.  140;  Snell  v.  Buresh,  123  111.  151; 
R.  Co.  (1882),  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  McAndrews  v.  Collard,  42  N.  J. 
Cas.  297;  Commonwealth  v.  Bos-  Law,  189,  36  Am.  Rep.  508. 
ton,  etc.  R.  Co.,  129  Mass.  500;  seCraigis  v.  Hadley  (1885),  99 
•Commonwealth  v.  Boston,  etc.  R.  N.  Y.  131,  where  receiving  a  de- 
Co.,  11  Cush.  512;  Commonwealth  posit  just  before  a  bank  was  go- 


§  973.]  TOETs.  ISOl 

of  deceit,  for  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  or  concealment  by 
its  servants  or  agents,"  while  acting  within  the  scope  of  their 
employment.  And,  in  this  connection  the  words  "scope  of  au- 
thority or  employment"  are  used  in  a  broad  and  comprehensive 
sense.'^  Thus,  an  action  of  deceit  will  lie  against  an  incorporated 
bank,  for  the  fraudulent  misrepresentation  of  its  cashier,  made 
while  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  for  the  interest 
of  his  employers.^^  So,  such  an  action  of  deceit  lies  against  a. 
joint-stock  banking  company,  for  the  fraudulent  misrepresentation 
of  its  manager.*"  Where  a  person  has  been  drawn  into  a  contract, 
to  purchase  shares,  belonging  to  a  company,  by  fraudulent  mis- 
representations of  the  directors,  and  the  directors,  in  the  name- 
of  the  company,  seek  to  enforce  that  contract,  or  the  person 
who  has  been  deceived,  institutes  a  suit  against  the  company  to- 
rescind  it  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  the  misrepresentations  are  im- 
putable to  the  company,  and  the  purchaser  can  not  be  held  to  his- 
contract,  because  a  company  can  not  retain  any  benefit  which  it 
has  obtained  through  the  fraud  of  its  agents.*^  There  is  an 
English  decision  that  if  the  person  who  has  been  induced  to  pur- 
chase shares  by  fraud  of  the  directors,  instead  of  seeking  to  set 
aside  the  contract,  prefers  to  bring  an  action  for  damages  for- 
the  deceit,  it  can  not  be  maintained  against  the  company,  but  only 
against  the  directors  personally.*'^  This,  however,  has  been  prac-- 
tically  overruled,  in  a  case  where  the  rule  was  stated  to  be  that 
the  remedy  against  a  company,  in  respect  of  the  fraud  of  its 
agents,  is  not  to  be  confined  to  cases  where  the  fraud  is  part  of 
a  contract  which  can  be  rescinded  so  as  to  place  the  parties  in 
statu  quo.  The  action  of  deceit  was  held  to  be  maintainable,  the 
fraud  of  the  agent  being  treated  as  the  fraud  of  the  principal ;  the 

ing  to   close   its   doors,   -when   its  L.  R.  5  P.  C.  394,   distinguishing- 
officers  must  all  have  known  of  its  dicta  in  Western  Bank  v.  Addie, 
hopeless  insolvency  and  after  its  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  145. 
paper   had   gone    to   protest,   -was  asMackey  v.  Commercial  Bank,, 
held  to  he  the  fraud  of  the  bank.  L.  R.  5  P.  C.  394. 

37  National  Bank  v.  Graham,  101  *o  Barwick  v.  English  Joint. 
U.  S.  699;  Butler  v.  "Watkins,  13  Stock  Bank  (1867),  L.  R.  2  Ex. 
Wall.  456;  New  York,  etc.  R.  Co.  259. 

v.  Schuyler,  34  N.  Y.  30;  Works  v.  4i  Western  Bank  v.  Addie,  L.  R.. 

Barber,  106  Pa.  St.  125;  Western,  1  Sc.  App.  145.    Tide  infra,  §§  255, 

etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Franklin  Bank,   60  257,  263,  266. 

Md.  36;  Lamm  v.  Port  Deposit,  etc.  42  Western  Bank  v.  Addie,  L.  R. 

Assn.,  49  Md.  233;   Peebles  v.  Pa-  1  Sc.  App.  145.     Cf.  New  Bruns- 

tapsco  Guano  Co.,  77  N.  C.  233.  wick,   etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Conybeare^ 

38  Mackey  v.  Commercial  Bank,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  725. 
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court  saying  that  they  saw  no  valid  reason  for  exempting  in- 
corporated, more  than  unincorporated,  principals  from  this  form 
of  action  ;*°  that  while,  strictly  speaking,  a  corporation  can  not 
of  itself  be  guilty  of  fraud,  yet,  since  its  objects  can  only  be  ac- 
complished through  the  agency  of  individuals,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  conduct  on  the  part  of  an  agent,  which  would  subject  a 
natural  person  to  liability,  will  render  a  corporate  principal  equally 
liable.-'^ 

§.974.  Torts  in  ultra  vires  business. — Ultra  vires  is  no 
longer  a'  defense  of  a  corporation,  against  liability  for  injuries  suf- 
fered by  acts  or  negligence  of  its  agents,  acting  under  its  authority. 
All  wrongs  done  by  corporation,  are,  in  a  sense,  ultra  vires,  and 
the  question  is  not  whether  the  transaction  was  done  in  business 
within  the  power  and  capacity  of  the  corporation  to  do,  or  was 
beyond  them,  but  is  whether  it  had  the  right  to  do,  or  to  neglect 
to  do,  the  act  complained  of.  The  want  of  a  franchise  to  do  a  tor- 
tious act,  is  not  defense  to  the  act.*^  When  a  corporation  engages 
in  unauthorized  business,  it  is  liable,  for  torts  committed  in  the 
course  of  that  business.  Although  it  has  no  right  to  do  wrong, 
it  has  the  capacity,  and  may  do  wrong,  and  if  its  agents,  acting 
vmder  its  authority,  do  wrong,  it  is  liable  in  damages  for  any  re- 
-sulting  injury.  But  otherwise, — if  the  wrong  is  done  by  its  subor- 
dinate agents,  or  servants,  without  any  authority  from  the  man- 
aging officers, — the  corporation  is  not  liable.*' 

§  975.  Effect  of  consolidation  upon  torts.  Liability  of  the 
new  corporation. — Statutes  authorizing  consolidation,  fre- 
quently provide  for  the  continuance  of  the  separate  existence  of 
the  old  companies,  so  far  as  outstanding  obligations  to  third  per- 
sons are  concerned,  and  include  obligations  arising  out  of  torts.*' 
Under  the  rule  that  a  corporation,  which  succeeds  to  all  the  rights 
and  franchises  of  a  corporation,  must  take  the  obligations  with  the 
benefits,  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  property  so  conveyed, 

43  Mackey  v.  Commercial  Bank  *»  Central,  etc.  Co.  v.  Smitli,  76 
(1874),  L.  R.  5  P.  C.  414.  Ala.   572,   52  Am.  Rep.   353;    Salt 

44  Mackey  v.  Commercial  Bank  Lake  City  v.  Hollister,  118  U.  S. 
(1874),  L.  R.  5  P.  C.  414;  Ranger  256;  Zinc,  etc.  Co.  v.  First  Nat. 
V.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  5  H.  L.  Bank,  etc.  Co.,  103  Wis.  125,  74 
C.  86.'  Am.  St.  Rep.  845. 

45  Bissell  v.  Michigan,  22  N.  Y.  4^  Warren  v.  Mobile,  etc.  R.  Co., 
258;  New  York,  etc.  Co.  v.  Haring,  49  Ala.  582;  Selma,etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
47  N.  J.  Law,  137;    Nims  v.  Mt.  Harbin,  45  Ga.  706. 

Herman  School,  160  Mass.  177,  39 
Am.  St.  Rep.  467. 
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the  new  corporation,  upon  consolidation,  impliedly  assumes,  and 
becomes  liable,  for  the  torts,  as  well  as  debts,  and  other  obligations 
of  the  old  companies,  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory  exemption 
therefrom.**  .Where,  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  one  railroad 
company  is  authorized  to  purchase,  and  another  company  to  sell, 
its  rights,  franchises  and  property,  and  thereupon  the  former  cor- 
poration is  to  be  subject  to  all  the  duties,  liabilities,  obligations , . 
and  restrictions,  to  which  the  latter  corporation  was  subject,— upon 
the  completion  of  the  transaction,  the  purchasing  corporation  be- 
comes liable,  in  an  action  for  damage  occasioned  by  -the  prior 
neglect  of  the  purchased  -corporation.*"  Where  the  language  of 
the  enabling  statute  is  broad  enough  to  place  the  defendant,  in  all 
respects,  in  the  position  of  the  other  corporation,  upon  the  con- 
veyance and  assignment  provided  for, — it  is  equivalent  to  an  arrial- 
gamation  of  the  two ;  all  the  franchises,  privileges  and  powers,  are 
transferred,  without  reservation ;  not  merely  the  franchise  to  own 
and  manage  a  railroad,  but  the  franchise  of  being  a  body  politic, 
with  rights  of  succession,  of  acquiring,  holding  and  conveying 
property,  and  of  suing  and  being  sued  by  its  corporate  name.  It 
puts  out  of  the  reach  of  creditors,  all  property  liable  to  attachment 
to  satisfy  claims,  either-  in  contract  or  tort.  It  practically  termin- 
ates the  corporate  existence  of  the  selling  corporation,  except  per- 
haps so  far  as  such  existence  may  be  necessary  in  order  to  hold  and 
distribute  the  consideration  received  for  the  sale,  or  to  meet  the 
reo^uirements  of  statutes  which  prolong  the  life  of  all  corporations 
after  dissolution,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  close  their 
concerns.  It  operates  as  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation  by  force 
of  the  statute,  and  of  the  assent  manifested  by  the  sale.  It  would 
be  a  very  narrow  construction  to  hold  that  when  a  statute  sub- 
jects the  purchasing  corporation  to  all  the  duties,  liabilities,  ob- 
ligations and  restrictions  of  the  other,  it  only  intended  to  impose 
those  obligations  which  the  corporation  owed  the  public  under  its 

48  Louisville,  etc.  Co.  v.  Boney,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Marker,  41  Ark.  542 ; 
117  Ind.  501,  3  L.  R.  A.  435;  Berry  Warren  v.  Mobile,  etc.  R.  Co.,  49 
V.  Kansas  City,  etc.  Co.,  52  Kan.  Ala.  582;  Stephenson  v.  Texas,  etc. 
759,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  371;  Phila-  R.  Co.,  42  Tex.  162;  Railroad  Co. 
delphia  v.  Ridge,  etc.  Co.,  143  Pa.  v.  Hutchins,  37  Ohio  St.  282;  Chi- 
St.  444.  cago,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Moffltt,  75  111. 

49  New  Bedford  R.  Co.  v.  Old  524.  See  Columbus,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Colony  R.  Co.  (1876),  120  Mass.  Skidmore,  69  111.  566;  Indianola 
397;  Coggin  v.  Central  R.  Co.,  62  R.  Co.  v.  Fryer,  56  Tex.  609.  Cf. 
Ga.  685,  35  Am.  Rep.  132;  Texas,  Houston,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Shirley,  54 
etc.    R.    Co.   V.    Murphy,    46    Tex.  Tex.  125. 

356,  26  Am.  Rep.  272;    St.  Louis, 
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charter  and  the  laws  of  the  commonwealth,  and  that  the  property- 
transferred  was  only  that  by  which  it  served  the  public  in  the 
exercise  of  its  franchise.     In  the  absence  of  express  provision,  it 
is  not  to  be  inferred  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the,  enabling  act  to 
impair  claims  of  third  parties  for  existing  liabilities,  or  to  shorten 
the  time  within  which  the  remedy  must  be  pursued.     The  ques- 
tion is  not  whether,  the  statute  compels  the  creditor  to  accept  the 
defendant  corporation  as  a  new  debtor  against  his  will,  or  an  in- 
jured person  to  resort  to  a  stranger  for  satisfaction,  but  whether 
it  empowers  the  creditor  or  the  person  injured  to  resort,  if  he 
chooses,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  corporation  which,  by  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  is  made  liable  to  him.     It  is  held  that  it  does, 
and  that  the  privity  necessary  to  support  an  action,  is  created  by 
the  statute  and  the  purchase  and  conveyance  under  it.^"     And, 
where  two  railroad  companies  have  been  consolidated,  an  action  for 
damages  also  lies  against  one  of  the  old  companies  for  personal 
injuries  causing  death,  and  which  resulted  from  its  own  wrongful 
act.^^     But,  of  course,  no  liability  is  imposed  upon  the  companies 
entering  into  a  consolidation,  for  the  tprts  of  the  new  organization. 
For  all  purposes,  except  the  settlement  of  their  affairs,  they  are 
considered   as   dissolved."^     The  consolidated   company  can  not 
plead  in  an  action  against  it,  in  tort,  that  the  consolidation  was  not 
authorized  by  law.^^ 

§  976.  Torts  of  predecessor  corporation. — It  is  the  rule 
that  a  corporation  is  not  liable  for  tort  of  another  corporation,  to 
whose  property  and  franchises  it  has  succeeded  by  purchase  and 
transfer.^* 

§  977.  Torts  by  or  against  de  facto  corporation. — A  de  facto 
corporation  is  liable  for  wrongs  committed  by  it,  in  any  case  that 

50  New  Bedford  R.  Co.  v.  Old  ss  Racine,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Farmers' 
Colony  R.  Co.  (18'i;6),  120  Mass.  Loan  &  T.  Co.,  49  111.  331,  347,  95 
397.  Am.  Dec.  595;  Bissell  v.  Michigan 

51  Warren  v.  Mobile,  etc.  R.  Co.,  Southern,  etc.  R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258, 
49  Ala.  582;  Miller  v.  Steamship  263;  Reynolds  v.  Myers,  51  Vt.  444, 
Co.,  67  Barb.  285.  455;   Callender  v.  Painesville,  etc. 

52  Beach  on  Railways,  §  559.  R.  Co.,  11  Ohio  St.  516.  Of.  Carey 
And  a  judgment  against  one  of  the  v.  Cincinnati  &  Chicago  R.  (1857), 
original  companies  for  a  tort  com-  5  Iowa,  357. 

mitted   by   the   consolidated   com-  54  Gray  v.  National,  etc.  Co.,  115 

pany  being  void,  no  execution  can  U.   S.  116    (1885);    Pittsburg,  etc 

issue    thereon    even    against    the  Co.  v.  Fierst,  96  Pa.  St.  144;  Ches- 

consolidated  company.  Gray  v.  Na-  apeake,  etc.  R.  R.  v.  Griest  (1887), 

tional    Steamship   Co.,   115   U.    S.  85  Ky.  619,  4  S.  "W.  323. 
116,  121. 
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a'^e/MrV*  corporation  wbuia  be  lia\)le,"  ahd  tiiay  maliiiam  an  ac- 
tion for  a  tort  to  ifk' prop&ty,  to  the  ^ame  ext^iit'  that  a"*  de  jwre 
corporation  coul^.'     Ultra- vires  is  no  defense  to'  its'  smt:°° 

§9|S.  ForeigiJ  cbrporatioh.*— A  foireign  corpbratioh  may 
maintain  ah  actioiii'  f br'  tort.'"^ 

PJS^ST-     Caipacity  of  cbr^pbfatibri  to  silfe  ih  else  of  tcftt. — A 
corporatiori,  to  the  same' extent  a's'a'iiatiiral'persoh,  has  incidental  ' 
power,  to  sxje,  tbr'ecbver  darfiage'  f  or' tbirts''  committed  against  it.°' 

§  980.  Likbility  ot  stbfckHblders  for  torts  by  the  coiporatiolti. 
The  stockliolders  a¥e  not  personally  liable  for  torts'' of '  the  cor- 
poratioii,  wfiere  they  have  riot' participated  thfe-rein,' and  there"  is 
no  exjiress '  gtat^toi'y  provisioii  ma&'irig  them  liable.'"* 

§981.  Exemplary  darriagesV  where  the  ciairpbrafiSn  partici- 
pafeis  in  tort'  of  itk'  ageiit'.— ^Exemplai-y  damage's  may  be  re- 
coviered  against  corporations,  for' the' wrongful  acts  of'tHeir  ser- 
vants and  agents,  done"  in  the  course  of  their  eniployifieht,  inall 
cases,  and  to  the  same  extent  that  natural  persons,  committing' 
like  wrongs,  would  be  held  liable.""  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
of  a  c6irp6rition  to  prevent  awarding  exemplary  damage's  against 
it."^  The  question  is  only  as  to  circtfinstarice's  under  which  to  im- 
pose such  damages,  the  purpose  being  both 'punishment  and. 'com- 
pensation. The  prime  purpose  of  awarding  such  damages,  is 
punishment  of  the  offender,  as  a  warning  to  others,  rather  than 
as  compensation  to  the  person  injured.  Unless  the  corporation,  in 
some  way,  participates  in  the  malicious  offense,  it  is  not  liable,  al- 
though liable  to  make  compensation  to  the  party  injured  by  his 
agent.  The  corporation  can  not  be  held  liable  for  punitive  dam- 
ages, by  reason  alone  of  the  malicious  intent  of  the  agent.*^ 
Malice  is  imputable  to  the  corporation,  either  where  its  managing 

5B  Pinkerton     V.     Pennsylvania,  McCune,  26  Mo.  371,  72  Am.  Dec. 

etc.  Co.,  193  Pa.  St.  229.  214;  Below  v.  Fuller,  84  Tex.  450, 

5s  Alderman  v.  School  Directors,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  75.     Yi&e  supra, 

91  111.  179;  Baltimore,  etc.  Co.  v.  §  585. 

Fifth   Baptist   Church,   137   TJ.   S.  eo  wheeler,    etc.    Manuf.    Co.    v, 

568.  Boyce   (1887),  36  Kan.  350;   Lake 

57  People  V.  Central  R.,  etc.,  48  Erie,  etc.  R.  Co.  t.  Acres  (1886), 

Barb.     (N.    Y.)     478;     Turner    v.  108  Ind.  548. 

Phcenix  Ins.  Co.,  55  Mich.  236.  ei  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pren- 

158  Mather   v.   Ministers,'   etc.,   3  tice,  147  U.  S.  101;   Hoboken,  etc. 

Serg.  &  R.   (Pa.)   509,  8  Am.  Dec.  Co.  v.  Kahn,  59  N.  J.  Law,  218,  59 

663;    Town    of    Strafford   v.    San-  Am.  St.  Rep.  585. 

ford,'  9  Conn.  275.  62  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co:  v.  Prea- 

59  Imperial,    etc.    Co.   v.   Jewett  tice,  147  U.  S.  101. 
(1901),   169   N.   Y.   143;    Cable  v. 
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officer  or  officers,  within  scope  of  their  authority,  themselves  com- 
mit a  tort,  or  ratify  it,  or  when, the  tort  is  committed  by  a  sub- 
ordinate agent,  or  servant,  and,  whether  wilfully  committed  by 
him,  or  by  reason  of  his  incompetence.'*  But  malice  is  not  im- 
putable to  the  corporation,  in  such  case  of  incompetence  of  the 
agent,  unless  it  knows,  or  has  reason  to  know,  of  such  incompet- 
ence and  unfitness,  and  notwithstanding  such  knowledge,  retains 
the  agent  in  place.'*  In  an  action  of  tort,  the,  jury  may  award  puni- 
tive damages,,  in  addition  to  compensation  for  the  plaintiff's  in- 
jury, where  the  defendant  corporation's  agent  has  acted  wantonly 
or  oppressively;  but  such  act  must  be  with  malicious  intent  on 
the  part  of  the  agent,  or  where  there  is  that  entire  want  of  care 
by  the  governing  officers,  that  presumes  conscious  indifference  to 
consequences,  or  where  the  governing  officer  participated  in,  and 
directed  the  act  complained  of,  or  expressly  or  impKedly,  by  his 
conduct,  authorized  it,  or  approved  it,  either  before  or  after  it 
was  committed.®' 

6s  Milwaukee,  etc.  v.  Anns,  91         ooLake    Shore,    etc.   R.    Co.   T. 
tr.  S.  489.  Prentice  (1893),  147  U.  S.  101. 

64  Wardrobe,  etc.  v.  Cal.  Stage 
Co.,  7  Cal.  118,  68  Am.  Dec.  231. 


